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Geils,  Appellant,  v.  Geils,  Respondent.^ 

Maj  8,  1851. 

Appealj  Competency  of  —  Pleading  —  Dilatory  Defence  —  Practice^ 

Right  to  begin — Costs. 

A  plea  which  does  not  merely  raise  an  objection  to  a  particolar  form  of  proceedinj?,  leaTing^ 
it  to  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  in  a  different  form  at  another  time,  but  which,  if  allowe<^ 
entirely  bans  the  plaintiff  from  his  remedy,  is  a  peremptorj^  and  not  a  dilatory  plea,  within 
the  6  deb.  4,  c  120,  s.  5,  and  a  decree  thereon  may  be  sabject  of  appeal  to  this  house. 

A  Scotchman  was  married  in  England  to  an  Englishwoman,  and  then  returned  to  Scotland, 
where  he  was  domiciled.  Some  years  afterwards,  the  wife  quitted  Scotland,  and  returned 
to  England,  where  she  lived  separate  from  her  husband.  He  came  to  England,  and  insti- 
tuted proceedings  in  the  Arches  Court  for  a  restitution  of  conjueal  rights.  The  wife,  in 
her  responsive  allegations,  charged  him  with  adultery,  and  on  mat  chaige  prayed  for  a 
divorce  a  mensd  et  uuro.  Judgment  was  given  in  her  favor.  The  husband  returned  to 
Scotland,  where  the  wife  instituted  a  suit  for  divorce  a  vinculo.  The  husband  pleaded  the 
proceedings  in  the  Arches  Court  as  a  bar  to  further  proceedings  in  Scotland :  — 

Beid^  that  this  plea  raised  a  peremptoir  or  substantial  defence,  and  that  a  judgment  thereon 
might  be  made  the  subject  of  appeal  to  this  house. 

Where  a  petition  to  dismiss  an  appeal  for  incompetency  has  been  directed  by  the  appeal 
committee  to  be  argued  at  the  bar  of  the  house,  the  counsel  for  the  petitioner  is  entitled 
to  begin.  * 

The  petition  was  dismissed,  but  the  costs  were  reserved. 

The  respondent  in  this  case  was  the  wife  of  the  appellant,  and  on 
the  17th  of  May,  1849,  instituted  an  action  of  divorce  against  him 
in  the  Court  of  Session,  upon  the  ground  of  adultery.  She  was  an 
Englishwoman,  the  daughter  of  Charles  Dickinson,  Esq.,  of  Farley 
Hill,  in  Berkshire,  and  on  the  8th  of  October,  1838,  was  married  by 
license,  at  the  church  of  Swallowfield,  in  that  county,  to  Mr.  Gteils,  a 
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domiciled  Scotchman,  wlkofe^ residence  was  in  Dunbartonshire.  They 
went  to  Scotland  dire^tty-^aYterwarcls,  and  remained  there  till  1845, 
when  Mrs.  Geils,  on*fi(Scount  of  alleged  adultery  on  the  part  of  her 
husband,  quitted  )iti^'|iQase  and  came  to  England.     The  summons 
alleged  acts  of.  *idrflf ery  with  certain  women,  specially  named,  and 
prayed  for  a^tdi'^ofce  a  vinculo  matrimonii, .   Mr.  Geils  put  in  defences, 
in  which,  jJ^SH^es  denying  the  alleged  acts  of  adultery,  he  stated  that, 
in  October,.t^5,  Mrs.  Geils  had  instituted  a  suit  against  him  ^  in  the 
Archj&Q   ^urt  of  Canterbury,  founded  upon  the  same  grounds  of 
qh^k^/as  those  now  set  up  in  the  suit  in  the  Court  of  Session ;  and 
,    tlojU^ln  April,  1848,  that  Court  of  Arches  pronounced  a  sentence  of 
'/Reparation  a  mensd  et  ihoro.     He  then  put  in  six  pleas  in  law ;  first, 
\\  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Session,  as  the  wife  was  a 
native  of  England,  and  the  marriage  had  been  solemnized  in  England, 
and  according  to  the  forms  of  the  English  Church ;  secondly,  that  the 
suit  and  decree  in  the  Arches  Court  were  a  bar  to  further  proceed- 
ings in  Scotland  ;  thirdly,  that  the  charges  were  vague  in  themselves, 
and  not  properly  laid ;  fourthly,  that  as  the  alleged  acts  of  adultery 
took  place  before  August,  1843,  with  parties,  some  of  whom  are  now 
dead,  the  delay  was  a  bar  to  the  suit ;  fifthly,  that  there  had  been  con- 
donation, or,  as  it  is  called  in  the  Scotch  law,  remissio  injuriarum ; 
and  sixthly,  that  the  charges  were  untrue.  On  the  16th  of  November, 
1849,  Lord  Wood,  the  lord  ordinary,  repelled  the  first  preliminary  de- 
fence, reserved  the  second  until  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  nature  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  Arches  Court  should  have  been  adduced,  re- 
pelled the  third  in  part,  but  allowed  the  remainder  to  become  the  sub- 
•  ject  of  proof,  and  repelled  the  fourth.     The  lord  ordinary  directed  that 
the  opinions  of  English  coiyisel  should  be  taken  on  the  subject  of  the 
second  preliminary  defence,  and  considering  these  opinions,  he  repel- 
led that  defence.     This  interlocutor  was   appealed  against,  but  was 
confirmed  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  the  first  division  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  Lord  Fullerton  being  the  only  dissentient     The  present 
appeal  was  brought  against  the  lord  ordinary's  interlocutor,  and  the 
judges  of  the  first  division  afiirming  it,  the  question  intended  to  be 
raised  by  the  appeal  was,  whether  the  decree  obtained  by  Mrs.  Geils, 
as  a  defendant  in  the  Arches   Court,  for  a  divorce  a  mensd  et  thoroj 
preve^nted  her  from  asking  as  a  plaintiff  or  pursuer  in  the  Scotch  courts 
for  a  further  and  more  complete  remedy. 

No  leave  to  appeal  had  been  given  by  the  Court  of  Session. 
Mrs.  Geils,  instead  of  putting  in  an  answer  to  this  appeal,  present- 
ed a  petition  that  it  might  be  dismissed  as  incompetent.  The  appeal 
committee  directed  that  the  question  of  incompetency  should  be 
argued  in  the  house  by  one  counsel  on  a  side.  That  question  depend- 
ed on  the  construction  to  be  put  on  several  statutory  enactments  re- 
garding appeals. 

1  This  allegation  in  the  plea  was  not  correct  in  point  of  fact  The  suit  in  the  Arches 
Court  was  instituted  by  the  husband  (both  parties  being  then  in  England)  for  restitu- 
tion of  conjugal  rights,  and  the  wife  set  up  the  husband's  adultery  in  the  form  of  respon- 
UTe  allegation,  and  prayed  relief  thereon. 
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The  48  Geo.  3,  c.  151,  s.  15,  enacts  ^  that  no  appeal  tx>  the  house  of 
lords,  shall  be  allowed  from  interlocutory  judgments,  but  such  appeal 
shall  be  allowed  only  from  judgments  or  decrees  on  the  whole  merits 
of  the  cause,  except  with  the  leave  of  the  division  of  the  judges  pro- 
nouncing such  interlocutory  judgment,  or  except  in  cases  where  there 
is  a  difference  of  opinion  among  the  judges  of  the  said  division." 
The  Scotch  Judicature  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  120,  s.  5,  enacts,  *<  that  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  lord  ordinary,  at  the  first  calling  of  the  cause 
before  him,  to  hear  the  parties  on  the  dilatory  defences,  with  power  to 
i^serve  consideration  on  such  dilatory  defences  as  require  probation 
until  the  peremptory  defences  shall  be  pleaded  and  the  record  adjusted," 
and  ^^  that  the  judgment  of  the  lord  ordinary  on  the  dilatory  de- 
fences shall  be  final,  unless  the  pursuer  where  the  defences  have 
been  sustained,  and  the  action  dismissed,  shall  within  twenty-one 
days,  on  certain  conditions  therein  expressed,  appeal  to  the  inner 
house  ;  ^'  and  it  shall  not  be  competent  to  appeal  to  the  house  of  lords 
against  the  interlocutory  judgment,  where  the  action  is  not  dismissed, 
unless  express  leave  be  given  by  the  court,  reserving  the  effect  of  the 
defence,  if  an  appeal  should  afterwards  be  taken  in  the  cause  when 
finally  decided." 

The  petitioner  contended  that,  under  these  sections  of  the  statutes, 
this  appeal  was  incompetent,  because  the  defence  overruled  was  a 
"  dilatory  defence ; "  because,  by  the  overruling  of  it,  the  action  was 
not  dismissed,  and  because,  the  action  not  being  dismissed,  no  ex- 
press leave  to  appeal  was  given. 

When  the  appeal  was  called  on,  a  discussion  arose  as  to  the  right 
to  begin. 

Anderson,  for  the  husband,  contended  that  he,  representing  the 
appellant  against  the  decree  of  the  court  below,  ought  first  to  be 
heard. 

The  Lord  Advocate  (Moncrieff)  submitted  that  a  petition  to  dis- 
miss an  appeal  made  the  petitioner  the  actor,  and  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  preliminary  objection,  the  person  taking  which  ought  first  to  be 
heard  in  support  of  the  objection. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  decided  that,  where  a  .petition  was  present- 
ed against  the  competency  of  an  appeal,  and  that  petition  was  refer- 
red by  the  appeal  committee  to  the  house,  the  petitioner  stood  in  the 
situation  of  an  appellant,  so  far  as  the  petition  was  concerned,  and 
was  entitled  to  begin. 

The  Lord  Advocate^  for  the  petitioner,  accordingly  began :  — 
The  husband  here  pleaded  a  plea,  denying  the  title  of  the  wife  to  sue 
in  the  Scotch  courts.  That  plea  was,  in  the  court  below,  properly 
treated  as  constituting  a  dilatory  defence.  It  is  a  formal,  and  not  a 
substantive  answer  to  the  action.  This,  at  least,  is  the  rule  in  the 
Scotch  courts,  as  is  shown  by  the  facts  that  it  was  heard  and  decided 
before  the  record  was  closed,  and  that,  on  repelling  this  plea,  the  lord 
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ordinary  found  the  party  liable  in  expenses,  which  he  could  not  pro- 
perly do,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  courts^  on  a  substantive 
defence,  without  hearing  all  the  particidars  of  the  case.  If  the  plea 
had  constituted  a  peremptory  defence,  the  husband  ought  to  have  re- 
claimed to  the  inner  house  not  to  Have  the  plea  sustained,  as  simply 
capable  of  being  pleaded,  but  to  have  the  judgment  reversed,  and  the 
case  sent  back  to  the  lord  ordinary.  The  husband,  is,  therefore,  bound 
by  what  occurred  in  the  court  below.  The  case  of  Laidlow  v.  Dunr- 
lopj  9  Shaw  &  Dunlop,  579  is  in  point  here.  In  that  case  an  action 
was  brought  to  compel  a  copartnery  account ;  and  the  fifth  plea  in 
law  was,  that,  under  the  deed  of  partnership,  all  disputes  between  the 
partners  were  to  be  submitted  to  the  arbitration  of  Mr.  Cunninghame, 
advocate  (afterwards  Lord  Cunninghame.)  The  court  held,  that  that 
plea,  being  one  in  bar  of  that  action,  constituted  a  preliminary  defence, 
and  not  having  been  discussed  before  the  record  was  closed,  the  court 
could  not  afterwards  receive  it.  The  statute,  therefore,  applies  here, 
and  no  leave  to  appeal  having  been  granted,  the  decision  of  the  court 
below  is  final. 

Andersonj  for  the  husband.  Nothing  has  occurred  in  the  court 
below  to  deprive  the  appellant  of  his  right  of  appeal.  The  plea 
here  was  a  substantive  answer  to  the  action.  The  distinction 
between  dilatory  and  peremptory  defences  is  well  taken  in  Bal- 
four's Fracticks,  p.  34o,  c.  1,  where  it  is  said,  "  There  are  two 
kinds  of  exceptions  or  defences;  for  some  are  dilatory  and  some 
are  peremptory.  Dilatory,  prolong  and  delay  the  action  or  claim 
to  a  certain  time,  and  therefore  are  temporal,  and  should  be  pro- 
pounded before  litis  contentatio;  whereof  some  are  declinatory 
of  the  judgment,  as  exceptions  of  the  incompetency  of  the  judge, 
or  of  litis  pendentis  ;  and  others  are  properly  called  diliatory,  as  when 
any  man  craves  his  debt  before  the  time.  Peremptory  exceptions  are 
perpetual,  because  they  stay  allutterlie  [entirely,]  and  forever  cut  away 
the  action  or  claim,  and  resist  and  stop  the  same  at  all  times ;  as 
exceptions  of  payment,  sentence,  oath,  transaction,^  prescription, 
and  others."  To  the  same  effect  is  Lord  Stair ;  (Institutions,  Ap- 
pendix to  bk.  4,  tit  39,  s.  13,  p.  792)  but  mentioning,  among  the 
dilatory  defences,  an  objection  to  the  competency  of  the  process, 
irrelevancy,  he  adds,  that  such  a  defence  "  hath  the  effect  of  a  peremp- 
tory defence,  where  the  other  party  hath  no  other  legal  means  to  at- 
tain the  conclusion  proposed;"  in  other  words  no  other  legal  means 
of  proceeding.  Here,  if  this  defence  of  competency  is  sustainable,  it 
will  prevent  all  future  proceedings,  and  it  is,  therefore,  according  to 
Lord  Stair's  authority,  a  peremptory  defence,  and  a  judgment  upon 
it  is  consequently  a  proper  subject  of  appeal.  Forbes'  Institutes,  pt. 
4,  bk.  1,  c.  2,  tit.  1 ;  Bankton,  bk.  4,  tit  25,  s.  2,  4  and  5.  The  latter 
authority  describes  a  peremptory  defence  as^that  which,  "  if  true,  puts 
an  end  to  the  cause, — perimit  causam.^^     Such  is  its  effect  here, 

^  Agreement  for  tbe  settlement  of  controyerted  clidms.    Bell,  Diet  voce  Transac- 
tion. 
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and  therefore  it  falls  under  Erskine's  definition,  (Institutes,  bk.  4,  tit  1, 
s.  66  ;  see  also  Principles,  bk.  4,  tit  1,  s.  39,)  of  peremptory  defences, 
among  which  he  expressly  includes  the  plea  *'  that  the  question  hath 
abready  received  a  final  decision,"  namely,  those  which,  ^^perimere 
causamj  put  an  end  to  or  exhaust  the  cause ;  for  they  not  only  free  the 
defender  from  instantia  or  lis  pendens^  but  totally  extinguish  the  pur- 
suer's right  of  action  upon  that  claim."  This  definition  has  been 
adopted  in  Bell's  Dictionary  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  Voce  Defences ; 
Russell's  Forms  of  Process,  p.  53 ;  Darling's  Practice,  pt  3,  c.  2,  s.  2, 
vol.  1,  p.  198 ;  and  Shand's  Practice,  voL  1,  p.  317.  This  house  has 
acted  on  the  principle  of  treating  a  defence  like  this  as  a  substan- 
tive, and  not  as  a  mere  dilatory  defence,  in  the  case  of  Warrender 
V.  WarrendeTy  (see  Lord's  Journals,  for  1834,  pp.  833,  945 ;  2  .CI.  & 
F.  448) ;  because,  although  preliminary  in  form,  it  went  altogether  to 
bar  the  right  of  action.  Gordon  v.  Clyncy  1  McLean  &  Robinson, 
72,  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  there  an  appeal  was  held  competent  with- 
out leave  of  the  court 

The  Lord  Advoctxte^  in  reply.  This  plea  has  either  been  treated  as 
a  preliminary  defence,  and  then  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  be 
heard  at  all,  or  as  a  peremptory  defence,  and  then  he  has  no  right  to 
be  heard  till  the  record  here  is  complete. 

[The  Lord  Chancellor.  The  section  uses  the  word  "  dilatory," 
not  "  preliminary."] 

For  this  purpose  the  words  are  identical.  The  case  of  Warrender 
V.  Warrender  does  not  apply  to  the  present,  for  there  the  defender  set 
up  a  personal  right  of  exemption  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Scotch 
courts  in  any  form  whatever,  or  at  any  time  whatever.  Nor  is  the 
case  of  Gordon  v.  Cli^  applicable,  for  there  the  judgment  was  given 
on  a  closed  record.  Here  the  appeal  is  bad  in  form  if  the  defence  is 
peremptory,  for  then  the  case  ought  to  be  sent  back  to  the  court  in 
Scotland  to  p&ss  tffrough  a  different  process.  It  was  decided  there 
before  the  record  was  closed,  and  it  does  not  put  an  end  to  any  right 
of  action,  but  merely  determines  that  that  which  has  now  been  adopted 
is  not  competent  K  so,  it  is  a  mere  decision  on  the  form  of  proceed- 
ing— it  was  so  treated  by  all  parties  in  the  court  below ;  —  it  cannot 
be  said  perimere  causam^  and  consequently,  even  under  the  authority 
of  the  text  writers  quoted  on  the  other  side,  cannot  be  treated  as  a 
subject  of  appeal  to  this  house. 

« 

The  Lord  Chancellor.  My  lords,  this  case  has  come  before 
your  lordships  by  a  reference  from  the  appeal  committee.  It  ap* 
pears  that  the  respondent  to  an  appeal  which  had  been  brought  to 
your  lordships'  house,  presented  a  petition  against  the  reception 
of  this  appeal,  alleging  that  it  was  incompetent  to  the  party  who  had 
brought  it 

That  petition,  praying  your  lordships  to  dismiss  the  appeal  as  in- 
competent, stated  as  the  ground,  "  Because  the  interlocutors  appealed 
from  are  interlocutors  repelling  a  preliminary  or  dilatory  defence,  and 
against  such  interlocutor  no  appeal  to  the  house  of  lords  is  competent 

1* 
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unless  with  express  leave^f  the  Court  of  Session,  which  leave 
has  in  this  instance  been  refased."  That  was  the  ground  on  which 
the  party  prayed  your  lordships  to  hold  the  appeal  to  be  incompetent, 
and  that  of  course  was  the  ground  on  which  the  party  (the  respond- 
ent) in  that  latter  petition  came  to  answer  it 

This  question  arises  upon  the  statute  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c  120.  Your 
lordships  have  heard  during  the  argument,  what  is  provided  for  by 
the  5th  section  of  that  statute. 

[His  lordship  read  the  section.]    . 

That  section,  as  your  lordship  observes,  deals  entirely  with  dilatory  de- 
fences, and  the  ground  upon  which  this  appeal  is  asked  to  be  deemed 
incompetent  by  your  lordships  is,  that  under  that  section  so  dealing 
with  dilatory  defences,  the  plea  here  put  upon  the  record  must  be  deem- 
ed a  dilatory  plea,  and  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  party  so  plead- 
ing to  appeal  without  the  leave  of  the  court,  and  that  the  court  in 
this  instance,  although  it  was  asked,  gave  no  such  leave. 

It  becomes  therefore  necessary,  in  order  to  decide  on  the  petition, 
to  consider  whether  the  case  does  fall  within  the  section  to  which  I 
have  referred ;  in  other  words,  whether  the  plea,  the  second  defence 
in  this  case,  is  to  be  deemed  a  dilatory  defence,  or  whether  it  is  en- 
titled to  be  considered  as  what  is  described  as  a  peremptory  defence. 
Was  it  a  defence  which  tended  to  delay  the  pursuer,  and  which  pre- 
sented no  substantial  answer  to  the  case,  nor  offered  any  defence  to 
the  justice  or  law  of  the  claim,  supposing  it  to  be  properly  prose- 
cuted? 

Your  lordships  have  been  referred  to  various  text  books  on  that 
subject.  I  own  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  is  any  difference 
in  the  authorities  on  that  subject,  nor  does  it  appear  to  me  that  there 
is  any  difficulty  in  coming  to  a  satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  what  is 
entitled  to  be  considered  as  a  peremptory  plea  or  defence.  The  dis- 
tinction is  well  known  in  England,  and  it  is  also  as  well  know  in 
Scotland,  and  is  dealt  with  frequently  in  both  countries.  There  are 
various  rules  applicable  to  pleas  of  those  two  classes,  each  of  those 
two  classes  differing  from  the  gther,  and  it  can  excite  no  surprise  that 
the  proceeding  should  be  more  strict  and  should  be  more  prompt, 
where  a  defendant  does  not  defend  himself  against  the  claim  or  right 
which  is  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  pursuer,  but  where  he 
merely  answers  the  form  of  the  proceeding,  leaving  the  pursuer  or 
plaintiff,  therefore,  without  any  answer  whatever  to  the  justice  or  to 
the  law  of  the  claim. 

Looking  at  the  authorities  which  have  been  cited,  —  and  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  all  the  authorities  have  been  cited, —  which  were 
calculated  to  afford  your  lordships  any  light  or  information,  —  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that,  although  there  are  some  words  to  be  found  in  cer- 
tain of  the  passages  read  which  admit  of  two  senses,  yet  that  where 
the  words  have  been  used  by  the  author  in  the  same  sense,  the  same 
conclusions  have  followed. 

I  apprehend  that  there  is  really  no  difficulty  in  determining  what  is 
to  be  considered  as  a  dilatory  defence,  and  what  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  peremptory  defence.     That  defence  which  gives  no  answer  to  the 
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plaintiff's  claim,  bat  which  merely  points  out  some  irregularity  or 
some  circumstance  which  may  well  consist  with  the  plaintift's  claim 
being  in  point  of  law  perfectly  undoubted,  which  offers  no  answer  to 
it  and  in  that  respect  leaves  it  perfectly  untouched,  so  that  the  plain- 
tiff may,  by  instituting  a  suit  in  some  other  form  or  at  some  other  time, 
be  well  entitled  to  maintain  it,  such  a  defence  I  conceive  to  be  dila- 
tory. But  I  can  in  no  sense  understand  the  word  "dilatory"  to  ap- 
ply to  a  plea  which  leaves  nothing  to  be  decided  in  the  case  in  which 
that  plea  or  defence  is  urged,  and  which  leaves  the  pursuer  no 
case  on  which  to  go  at  any  other  time  to  any  other  court  or  tri- 
bunal, or  to  adopt  any  proceeding  in  any  other  form.  That  defence 
w^hich  says,  not  that  you  are  not  entitled  to  redress  in  this  particular 
instance,  in  this  particular  suit,  or  in  this  peculiar  form  of  proceeding, 
but  that  you  have  no  case  which  entities  you  in  any  form  to  redress, 
I  consider  to  be  peremptory,  and  not  intended  to  be  comprised  within 
the  class  of  dilatory  defences. 

Now  what  is  the  plea  or  defence  in  the  present  case  ?  It  is,  even 
if  that  you,  the  pursuer,  hav6  sustained  the  wrong  of  which  you  com- 
plain, you  have  prosecuted  for  that  wrong,  and  have  obtained  the  full 
redress  to  which  that  wrong  entitles  you.  You  had  the  option  of  com- 
ing to  this  court;  if  you  had  thought  fit — you  had  time  to  do  so; 
but  when  you  were  sued  in  England,  by  process,  for  a  restitution  of 
conjugal  rights,  you  did  not  content  yourself  with  merely  answering 
that  case,  saying  that  the  conduct  of  the  husband  who  claimed  resti- 
tution of  the  conjugal  rights  had  been  such  as  to  forfeit  his  claim  to 
that  restitution,  but  you  on  your  part  claimed  certain  relief  in  respect 
of  the  injury  you  had  sustained.  You  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
aware  of  the  extent  of  that  relief,  which  you  claimed ;  and  that  re* 
lief,  to  the  extent  which  you  claimed  and  which  you  were  entitled  to 
claim,  was  afforded  you  to  the  full.  You  have  therefore  made  your 
election,  and  have  obtained  a  judgment  which  pronounced  a  divqrce, 
a  mensa  et  tharo,  between  you  and  your  husband.  This  is  a  suit  in- 
stituted for  the  same  cause,  and  your  ground  is  merely  that  the  judg- 
ment which  you  have  obtained  did  not  give  you  such  an  extensive 
relief  as  you  might  have  obtained  if  you  had  prosecuted  your  case  in 
this  court 

No  doubt  in  England  marriage  is  indissoluble  except  by  act  <^ 
parliament ;  but  the  law  in  Scotland  is  otherwise.  But  it  seems  to 
me  that  if  in  England,  as  would  be  the  case  in  Scotland,  proceedings 
are  instituted  in  respect  of  a  particular  injury,  or  if  in  the  course  of 
a  suit  instituted  for  a  different  purpose  than  that  of  obtaining  redress 
for  any  such  injury,  the  party  who  has  sustained  the  injury  sets  it 
up  in  that  form  not  merely  with  a  view  of  repelling  the  object  of  the 
suit,  but  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  substantial  benefit  and  relief, 
such  as  might  have  been  the  subject  of  a  distinct  and  independent 
suit  by  the  party  so  setting  it  up,  such  a  case  must  be  considered  as 
resting  precisely  on  the  same  ground  as  if  the  proceeding  itself  had 
been  instituted  by  that  party,  and  that  though  he  is  in  form  the  de- 
fendant, he  would  be  in  the  same  situation  as  a  plaintiff  suing  for  and 
obtaining  the  same  relief  would  be. 
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I  consider,  therefore,  that,  first  of  all,  this  defence  is  put  in,  is  plead- 
ed, and  is  offered  as  an  entire  answer  to  the  case  made  on  the  part 
of  the  parsuer.  It  does  not  follow  that,  in  point  of  law,  it  will  be 
an  answer,  but  it  is  pleaded  with  the  intention  of  contending  and  of* 
arguing  that  it  is  an  entire  answer  to  all  claim  on  the  part  of  the  pur- 
suer ;  and  the  question  before  this  house  now  is,  not,  whether  the  par- 
ty is  correct  in  supposing  that  the  plea  does  disclose  a  full  and  effect- 
ual answer  to  the  pursuer's  claim ;  but  if  it  is  so  offered,  and  if  being 
so  offered,  it  can  be  considered  as  falling  within  the  description  of  a 
dilatory  plea,  it  strikes  me  that  there  is  no  ground  for  that  con- 
clusion. 

The  learned  counsel,  with  a  candor  for  which  I  think  the  house  is 
indebted  to  him,  declined  to  argue  whether  this  was  a  dilatory  or  a 
peremptory  plea,  but  sought  rather  to  relieve  himself  and  the  house 
from  a  question  on  which  no  reasonable  doubt  could  be  entertained, 
by  setting  up  another  ground  on  which  to  entitle  the  party  to  the 
benefit  of  the  petition ;  namely,  that  the  parties  have  so  treated  it, 
and  have  so  dealt  with  it  in  the  court  in  Scotland.  But,  my  lords, 
that  was  not  the  ground  on  which  the  petition  was  presented.  The 
petition  was  presented  simply  and  solely,  and  the  reason  and  ground* 
urged  in  its  support  was  the  character  of  that  plea  or  defence,  that  it 
was  what  is  here  called  a  preliminary  or  dilatory  defence,  using  the 
words  *<  preliminary  and  dilatory"  as  synonymous.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  act  of  parliament  intended  that  those  words  should  at  all  be 
considered  as  having  the  same  sense. 

My  lords,  it  was  suggested  before  the  committee,  that,  by  the  course 
of  proceeding  below,  the  party  might  have  prejudiced  the  objection ; 
but  the  committee  did  not  think  it  right  to  trouble  the  house  on  that 
part  of  the  argument,  and  desired  only  that  the  case  should  be  argued 
before  your  lordships  on  the  character  of  that  defence  or  plea ;  whe- 
ther it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  dilatory  plea,  and  whether,  therefore, 
the  appeal  was  taken  away  without  the  leave  of  the  court,  under  the 
5th  section  of  6  Geo.  4,  c.  120.  I  consider  the  question  before  your 
lordships  to  be,  whether  or  not,  under  the  5th  section  of  the  statute, 
to  which  I  have  referred,  this  is  to  be  considered  as  a  dilatory  defence, 
the  decision  on  which,  therefore,  could  not  be  the  subject  of  appeal 
without  the  leave  of  the  court.  I  humbly  submit  to  your  lordships 
that  this  is  not  a  dilatory  defence ;  that  it  is  not  within  that  section, 
and  that  it  is  competent  to  the  party  to  present  his  appeal  to  this 
house.  Upon  the  hearing  of  that  appeal,  of  necessity,  much  of  what 
has  been  urged  before  your  lordships  to-day  will  have  to  be  consi- 
dered. On  the  present  occasion,  I  shall  advise  your  lordships  that  the 
petition  praying  that  the  appeal  may  be  dismissed  as  incompetent, 
ought  itself  to  be  dismissed,  and  I  move  your  lordships  that  that  peti- 
tion be  dismissed  accordingly.^ 


1  See  Fleming  v.  Newton^  I  H.  L.  Cas.  863,  where  it  was  held  that  an  interdict, 
though  in  form  ad  interim  only,  must  be  treated  as  a  formal  judgment,  and  may  be  the 
subject  of  appeal  to  this  house. 
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Anderson:    I  hope  your  lordships  will  give  us  the  costs  of  this  hear- 
ing. 

The  Lord  Chanoellor.     They  must  be  reserved. 

Respondent's  petition  dismissed,  and  the  costs  reserved  until  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal. 


Capper  &  others,  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  v.  The   Earl   op  Lindsey, 

Defendant  in  Error.^ 

Febmaxy  20  and  24,  and  Jane  2,  1851. 

Railway  Agreement  —  Notice. 

A«  a  landowner,  through  whose  estate  a  part  of  a  projected  railwaj  was  to  pass,  became  a 

party  to  a  deed  with  the  projectors  of  the  ndlwaj,  dj  which  he  covenanted  to  withdraw 

his  opposition  to  their  bill  and  to  oppose  a  riyai  bill,  and  they  ooyenanted  to  pay  him  a 

certam  snm  of  money  in  case  their  biU  should  pass  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the 

deed,  or  to  pay  him  a  different  snm  if  the  rival  bill  shoald  pass  within  eighteen  months 

from  the  date  of  the  deed.    It  was  Oxen  provided  that,  if  the  bill  of  these  projectors  should 

not  be  passed  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  either  party  mieht  put 

an  end  to  the  agreement  by  a  notice.    The  deed  then  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part 

of  these  projectors,  by  whioi  they  agreed,  if  the  two  companies  should  be  amalgamated, 

to  pay  a  certain  sum  within  three  months  after  su<^  amal^unation.    The  deed  was  dated 

on  the  1 6th  of  March,  1846.    The  two  companies  were  amalgamated  in  June,  1846  \  but 

no  bill  ever  passed  at  the  instance  of  these  projectors  alone.    In  November,  1846,  these 

projectors  gave  a  notice  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement    A  declared  in  covenant  against 

these  projectors  on  that  clause  of  the  deed  by  which  he  was  to  receive  a  snm  of  money 

within  three  months  after  the  amalgamation  of  the  companies.    The  defendants  pleaded 

that  their  bill  had  never  passed  into  a  law ;  that  at  the  end  of  six  months  they  had  given 

notice  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement,  and  that  ihej  had  not  taken  the  plaintiff's  land: 

Held,  that  this  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action. 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  on  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  in  an  action  of  covenant.  The  declaration  stated  that  on 
the  16th  of  March,  1846,  an  agreement,  indented,  had  been  made  be- 
tween  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  which  recited  that  the  plaintiff 
was  possessed  of  certain  lands  in  the  county  of  Lincoln ;  that  the 
defendants  being  the  members  of  a  projected  company,  had  given  no- 
tice of  an  intention  to  apply  to  parliament  for  a  bill  to  enable  them 
to  construct  a  railway  from  London  to  York,  to  be  called  "  The  Direct 
Northern  Railway ; "  that  the  line  of  such  railway  would  pass  close 
to  the  plaintiff's  mansion  and  through  other  portions  of  his  estate, 
and  that  he  had  given  notice  of  his  intention  to  oppose  the  said  bill ; 
that  another  projected  company  had  likewise  given  notice  of  an 
intention  to  apply  to  parliament  for  a  bill  to  make  a  railway,  with 
certain  branches,  from  London  to  York,  to  be  called  "  The  Great 
Northern  Railway ; "  that  the  plaintiff,  as  a  landowner,  had  agreed 
with  the  defendants  to  withdraw  his  opposition  to  the  Direct  North- 

1  8  House  of  Lords  Caies,  298. 
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ern  Railway,  and  to  use  his  best  endeavors  to  oppose  the  bill  for  the 
Great  Northern  Railway;  in  consideration  of  which  protnises  the 
defendants  agreed  that,  in  case  the  bill  for  the  Direct  Northern  Rail- 
way should,  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment, pass  into  a  law,  they  would  pay  the  plaintiff  25,000/.,  in 
compensation  for  the  permanent  injury  to  be  occasioned  to  the  man- 
sion of  the   plaintiff  and   his   estate  by  the  said  railway,  namely, 
20,000/.  within  three  months,  and  the  remaining  6,000/.  within  three 
years  after  the  passing  of  the  bill,  provided  that  within  the  latter 
period  they  did  not  obtain  a  bill  to  make  certain  deviations  required 
by  the  plaintiff.     Many  other  covenants  were  then  added,  and  the 
agreement  went  on  thus:  —  that  in  case  the  bill  for  the  Great  North- 
ern Railway  should,  within  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of  the 
agreement,  pass  into  a  law,  the  Direct  Northern  Railway  Company 
should,  within  three  months  after  the  passing  of  the  said  bill,  and 
whether  any  deviation  in  the  intended  line  of  the  proposed  railway 
should  be  made  or  not,  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sums  following :  if 
the  railway  should  be  made  with  a  branch  from  Stamford,  15,000/. ; 
if  without  such  branch,  5,000/. ;  in  full  compensation,  &c.     That  in 
the  event  of  the  last  mentioned  bill  passing  into  a  law,  the  plaintiff 
should  use  his  best  endeavors  to  obtain  from  the  Great  Northern 
Company  the  largest  sum  as  compensation,  and  should  pay  over 
the  same  to  the  Direct  Northern  Company.     Provided  that,  if  no  act 
of  parliament  in  favor  of  the  Direct  Northern  Railway  Company 
should  be  passed  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  this 
agreement,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff,  and  also  for  the  de- 
fendants, or  either  of  them,  at  any  time  thereafter  to  put  an  end  to 
the  agreement  by  written  notice ;  and  on  giving  such  notice,  every- 
thing in  the  agreement  therein  contained  (except  some  provisions  as 
to  costs,)  should  be  "  absolutely  null  and  void,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses whatsoever,   as  fully  as  if  these  presents   had  never  been 
executed."      And  lastly,  that  in  case  an  amalgamation  should  be 
made  of  the  said  intended  companies,  then  the  amalgamated  com- 
panies should,  within   three  calendar  months   next  after  the  same 
should  have  been  established  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  and  with- 
out reference  to  any  alteration  or  deviation  in  the  line,  pay  unto  the 
plaintiff  in  full,  A&c.,  if  the  railway  of  the  amalgamated  companies 
should  follow  the  line  of  the  intended  Direct  Northern   Railway, 
25,000/.,  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  before;  if  it  followed  the 
intended  line  of  the  Great  Northern  Railway,  with  a  branch  to  Stam- 
ford, 19,000/.,  or  without  such  branch,  6,000/.     The  declaration  then 
alleged  that,  whilst  the  agreement  remained  in  force,  namely,  on  the 
26th  of  June,  1846,  the  amalgamation  of  the  two  companies  took 
place,  and  was  established  by  an  act  of  the  legislature ;  that  the  rail- 
way followed  the  line  of  the  Great  Northern  Railway,  without  the 
branch  to  Stamford ;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  claimed  the  sum  of 
6,000/.  under  the  agreement. 

The  defendants  pleaded  that  no  act  of  parliament  was  made  in 
favor  of  the  Direct  Northern  Railway  Company  within  six  months 
of  the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  that  they  did,  on  the  23d  of  No- 
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vember,  1846,  according  to  the  provisions  in  the  agreement,  give  the 
plaintifT  a  notice  in  writing  to  pat  an  end  to  the  agreement,  at  which 
time  no  part  of  the  line  of  railway  had  been  made  on  the  estate  of 
the  plaintiff,  nor  had  his  lands  been  taken  by  the  amalgamated  com- 
panies. 

There  was  a  general  demurrer  to  this  plea,  and  the  defendants 
joined  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  before  Barons 
Alderson,  Rolfe,  and  Piatt,  who  held  the  plea  to  be  an  answer  to  the 
action,  and  judgment  was  given  for  the  defendants.  1  Exch.Rep.  579. 
The  case  was  taken  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  there  argued 
before  Justices  Patteson,  Coleridge,  Coltitian,  Maule,  Williams,  Cress- 
well,  and  Erie,  by  whom  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
was  reversed,  2  Exch.  Rep.  801.  The  present  writ  of.  error  was  then 
brought  to  this  house. 

The  judges  were  summoned,  and  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  Mr.  Justice 
Patteson,  Mr.  Justice  Maule,  Mr.  Justice  Coleridge,  Mr.  Justice 
Krle,  Mr.  Justice  Williams,  Mr.  Justice  Talfourd,  and  Mr.  Baron  Mar- 
tin, attended  the  house. 

« 

Kelly  and  Stuart  Wortley  {Phipson  was  with  them,)  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  error: 

The  question  here  relates  to  the  construction  of  a  clause  in  an 
agreement,  and  to  the  effect  which  that  clause  is  to  produce  on  the 
happening  of  a  certain  event.     That  event  was  the  passing,  within  a 
limited  period,  of  an  act  to  authorize  the  Direct  Northern  Railway 
Company  to  make  a  railway  from  London  to  York.     That  act  has 
not  passed.     On  the  determination  of  that  event,  the  defendants  had 
a  right  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement,  by  giving  notice.     They  did 
give  the  notice ;  after  the  giving  of  which,  according  to  the  terms  of  that 
agreement  itself,  the  agreement  was  to  become  null  and  void.     Yet 
it  is  contended  that  that  agreement  still  subsists.     The  argument  for 
its  continued  subsistence  depends  on  a  particular  exception  contained 
in  a  proviso ;  but  that  proviso  is  itself  disposed  of  by  the  effect  of  the 
notice,  which  operated  as  a  general  termination  of  the  agreement 
In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  one  of  the  learned  barons  asked  whether 
there  was   anything   stated  as  to   the  length  of  time  which  might 
elapse  before  the  earl's  right  to  make  this  demand  was  finally  extin- 
guished.    There  is  no  way  to  get  rid  of  the  difficulty  suggested  by 
that  question.     If,  within  some  months  after  the  agreement  had  been 
put  an  end  to,  the  additional  clause  now  sued  on  could  be  enforced, 
because  there  had  been  an  amalgamation  of  the  two  companies,  it 
could  be  enforced  for  some  years,  or  for  any  number  of  years ;  for 
there  is  no  limit  to  the  period  within  which  the  amalgamation  of  the 
companies  might  not  revive  the  dead  agreement. 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  the  arrangement  of  the  pro- 
visos in  the  deed  waa  relied  on ;  but  surely,  if  a  fnan  makes  three 
distinct  and  independent  covenants,  and  an  action  is  brought  for  the 
breach  of  any  one  of  them,  it  cannot  matter  in  what  arrangement 
they  are  placed,  provided  the  deed  which  contains  them  is  at  an  end 
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The  covenant  alleged  to  be  broken  may  be  a  separate  and  independ- 
ent covenant ;  bat  if  the  whole  deed  is  put  an  end  to  by  the  notice, 
the  right  to  give  which  is  expressly  reserved,  no  one  covenant  in  it, 
whether  independent  or  not,  can  continue  to  subsist,  and  the  part  of 
the  agreement  where  this  right  to  give  the  notice  is  reserved  cannot 
be  a  matter  of  importance.  The  language  of  the  deed  clearly  shows 
that,  in  the  event  of  a  notice  being  given  after  the  bill  for  the  Direct 
Northern  Railway  has  failed  to  pass,  the  deed  itself  becomes  void. 

/  Tamer  and  J.  Bailey^  for  the  defendant  in  eiror ;  the  fallacy  of  the 
argument  on  the  other  side  lies  in  treating  this  contract  as  if  it  \^as  a 
mere  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lands.     It  is  not  so ;  it  is  a  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  the  earl's  right,  as  a  land-own^,  to  oppose 
the  Direct  Northern  Railway,  or  to  concur  with  the  Direct  Northern 
•  Company  in  opposing  the  scheme  of  the  Great  Northern  Company. 
The  consideration  for  the  sale  of  his  right  is  to  be  found  in  the  cove- 
nants contained  in  the  deed.     The  amount  of  the  money  to  be  paid 
is  to  depend  on  various  circumstances.     In  one  set  of  circumstances 
a  larger,  in  another  a  smaller,  sum  is  to  be  payable.     The  agreement 
goe»  on  to  suppose  that,  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of  the  Direct 
Northern  Company  and  of  the  earl,  the  bill  of  the  Great  Northern 
Company  may  pass  into  a  law,  in  which  event  a  different  sum  is  to 
become  payable ;  and  then  comes  the  supposition  that  the  two  com- 
panies may  be  amalgamated.     In  that  event,  one  of  two  rates  of 
compensation  on  the  occurrence  of  one  of  two  states  of  circum* 
stances  is  provided  for.     The  provision  for  the  determination  of  this 
agreement  affects  the  rights  of  the  parties  on  the  happening  of  one 
of  the  several  events  mentioned  in  the  agreement,  but  it  does  not 
touch  those  rights  in  relation  to  all  of  them.     It  could  not ;  the  earl's 
title  to  oppose  the  amalgamated  companies  remained  after  all  hope 
of  passing  the  Direct  Northern  bill  had  been  given  up.     The  contract 
was  one  of  purchase  and  sale ;  but  the  subjept-matter  was  a  right  of 
opposition,  or  concurrence.     By  his  opposition  to  the  Great  Northern, 
he  put  the  Direct  Northern  Company  in  a  position  to  compel  an 
amalgamation.      That  amalgamation  has  taken  place;   the  Direct 
Northern  Company  has  received  the  benefit  of  the  exercise  of  this 
right,  and  now  seeks  to  avoid  paying  for  it     But  to  allow  it  to  do  so, 
would  be  to  make  the  deed  a  one-sided  agreement,  which  cannot  be. 

It  may  be  said  that  it  was  open  for  the  earl  to  oppose  the  bill  of 
the  amalgamated  company  after  the  agreement  was  put  an  end  to ;  but 
that  is  not  so,  for  the  Direct  Northern  Company  forms  part  of  the 
amalgamated  company,  and  he  had  covenanted  not  to  oppose  that 
company,  having  sold  his  right  to  do  so  for  the  considerations  con- 
tained in  this  agreement. 

The  whole  contents  of  the  agreement  justify  this  construction. 
Suppose  that,  on  the  17th  of  March,  1846,  the  day  after  the  making 
of  the  agreement,  the  two  companies  had  amalgamated,  the  clause 
which  binds  them  to  pav  a  certain  sum  on  th^  happening  of  that 
event  would  have  applied.  That  clause  constitutes  a  present  contract 
to  pay.     Suppose  that  three  months  after  that  time  the  act  had  passed, 
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establishing  the  amalgamated  company,  the  money  would  have  be- 
come payable  to  the  earl  before  the  16th  of  September,  1846.  Bat 
the  right  to  determine  the  agreement  never  could  arise  till  after  that 
time,  for  no  option  of  that  sort  is  given  till  ^^  six  calendar  months 
from  the  date  of  these  presents." 

The  first  branch  of  the  agreement  relates  to  the  passing  of  the  Di- 
reqt  Northern  bill  within  six  months.     The  power  to  put  an  end  to 
the   agreement  only  arises  after  that  branch  of  the  agreement  has 
'wholly  come  to  an  end.     But  if  so,  still,  in  the  second  place,  the 
event  of  the  Great  Northern  bill  being  passed  within  eighteen  months 
of  the  date,  is  not  thereby  affected.     All  these  covenants  are  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  and  the  failure  of  one  does  not  occasion  the 
failure  of  all.     If  this  proviso  had  been  intended  to  override  all  the 
covenants  in  the  deed,  it  would  have  been  put  after  all ;  instead  of 
ivhich,  it  is  placed  only  after  the  first  two,  leaving  the  third,  which  is 
the  one  now  under  consideration,  wholly  unaffected.     It  is  the  rea- 
sonable  construction   of  this  deed  to  refer  the  proviso  to  the  two 
covenants  which  depend  on  the  will  of  the  legislature,  a  matter  not 
to  be  controlled  by  the  parties,  instead  of  applying  it  to  that  matter 
-which  depends  on  the  will  of  the  parties  as  well  as  of  the  legislature ; 
for  the  latter  construction  would  enable  the  parties  to  defeat  their 
own  contract. 

Kelly ^  in  reply.  The  words  in  the  contract  are  to  be  read  accord- 
ing to  their  ordinary  and  natural  signification,  unless  that  mode  of 
reading  them  gives  to  them  a  construction  which  is  contrary  to  com- 
mon sense.  If  so,  then  the  whole  agreement  comes  to  an  end  by  the 
effect  of  the  notice.  The  provisions  relative  to  the  passing  of  the 
Great  Northern  bill,  and  to  the  amalgamation,  were  to  take  effect  if 
no  notice  was  given ;  but  if  the  notice  was  given,  then  it  was  in- 
tended that  that  notice  should  override  every  thing  else,  and  should 
completely  put  an  end  to  the  agreement. 

The  Lord  CHANGELLOE^  (Lord  Thiro,)  moved  that  the  following 
question  should  be  put  to  the  judges : 

<*  To  a  declaration  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the  accompanying  pa- 
per,^ would  a  plea  also  in  the  form  set  forth  in  such  paper  be  held  in 
the  courts  of  law  a  sufficient  answer?" 

The  judges  requested  time  to  consider  the  question. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  judges.  In  answer  to 
the  question  proposed  by  your  lordships,  I  have  to  state  the  unani- 
mous opinion  of  the  judges,  that  the  plea  in  the  case  supposed  would 
be  bad. 

In  the  deed  set  out  in  the  declaration  referred  to  in  the  question,  it 
appears  that  there  were  two  different  acts  of  parliament  applied  for, 
for  making  a  railway  from  London  to  York,  one  for  a  railway  to  be 

1  The  paper  handed  to  the  judges  contained  the  declaration  and  plea  set  forth  at 
length. 
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called  the  Direct  Northern,  another  the  Great  Northern  Railway ;  and 
the  deed  contains  a  bargain  with  the  plaintiff,  who  is  to  petition  par- 
liament against  and  oppose  the  latter  bill,  and  support  the  former ; 
and,  as  a  consideration  for  so  doing,  the  defendants,  the  provisional 
directors  of  the  intended  Direct  Northern  Railway,  covenant  to  pay 
certain  sums  and  give  certain  benefits  to  the  plaintiff.  These  bene* 
fits  vary,  and  the  deed  provides  for  three  cases :  — 

First,  the  passing  of  the  Direct  Northern  Railway  bill  in  six  calen- 
dar months. 

Second,  the  passing  of  the  Great  Northern  Railway  bill  before  the 
end  of  eighteen  calendar  months. 

Third,  the  amalgamation  of  the  two,  and  the  establishing  of  the 
amalgamated  companies  by  act  of  parliament 

In  the  first  event,  25,000/.  are  to  be  paid,  and  many  other  covenants 
are  to  be  performed. 

In  the  second,  the  sums  of  15,000/.  or  5,000/.  are  to  be  paid,  and 
other  stipulations  performed. 

In  the  third,  25,000/.,  or  19,000/.,  or  6,000/.  are  to  be  paid  accord- 
ing  as  the  line  of  the  amalgamated  company  should  follow  the  in- 
tended line  of  the  Direct  Northern,  or  of  the  Great  Northern,  with  a 
particular  branch,  or  without  it.  And  the  last  contingency  is  averred 
in  the  declaration  to  hnve  taken  place ;  and  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  re- 
cover the  sum  of  6,000/.  stipulated  in  that  event  to  be  paid.  The 
plaintifTs  costs  were  at  all  events  to  be  paid.  It  appears  from  the 
declaration,  that  in  the  deed  there  is  this  provision  :  ^^  Provided  al- 
ways, and  it  was  expressly  agreed  and  declared,  that  if  the  act  of 
parliament  authorizing  the  Direct  Northern  Railway  to  make  the  said 
intended  railway  from  London  to  York  should  not  be  passed  within 
six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  the  deed,  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  at  any  time  thereafter,  to  de- 
termine and  put  an  end  to  the  agreement,  by  a  notice ;  after  which 
notice,  that  agreement,  and  any  article  and  thing  therein  contained 
(except  the  proviso  and  the  covenant  in  relation  to  the  payment  of 
the  plaintifTs  costs,)  should  be  null  and  void,  to  ail  intents  and  pur- 
poses, as  fully  as  if  the  agreement  had  never  been  executed;"  and 
then  follows  another  proviso  in  a  similar  form,  allowing  the  defend- 
ants to  determine  the  agreement  in  the  same  manner ;  after  which 
the  agreement,  and  every  thing  therein  contained,  except  that  and  the 
preceding  proviso,  and  the  covenants  as  to  the  costs,  should  be  abso- 
lutely null  and  void  in  like  manner.  Then  follows  the  provision  for 
the  case  of  amalgamation,  on  which  the  question  depends,  ''and 
lastly,"  which,  referring  to  the  antecedent  words,  means,  "  Provided 
always,  and  it  was  thereby  expressly  agreed  and  declared  lastly," 
that  in  case,  either  by  an  agreement  made  between  the  provisional 
directors  of  the  said  intended  Direct  Northern  Railway  Company  and 
of  the  said  intended  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  or  in  conse- 
quence of  the  decision  or  recommendation  of  a  committee  of  the 
house  of  commons  or  otherwise,  an  amalgamation  should  be  made 
of  the  said  intended  companies  and  railways,  then  and  in  such  case 
the   said  amalgamated    companies    should,  within '  three  calendar 
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months  next  after  the  same  sboald  have  been  established  by  an  act 
of  the  legislature,  and  without  referenoe  to  any  alteration  or  devia- 
tion made,  or  to  be  made,  of  the  line  of  railway,  pay  one  of  the  sums 
before  mentioned,  and  then  the  several  covenants  and  agreements 
concerning  the  purchase  and  taking  of  additional  land,  and  the  resale 
of  land  to  the  plaintiff,  the  making  deviations  and  maintaining  via- 
ducts, and  all  other  covenants  on  the  part  of  the  intended  Direct 
Northern  Railway  Company,  as  far  as  the  same  should  be  applica- 
ble, should  be  performed  by  the  amalgamated  companies,  and  should 
be  embodied  in  a  deed  to  be  executed  by  the  amalgamated  com- 
pany." 

The  plea  avers,  that  no  act  of  parliament,  authorizing  the  said  Direct 
Northern  Railway  Company  to  make  the  said  intended  railway  from 
Lfondon  to  York,  passed  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of 
the  agreement,  and  that  the  defendants  did  thereupon,  on  the  23d 
November,  1846,  in  pursuance  of  the  proviso,  give  a  notice  to  deter- 
mine and  put  an  end  to  the  agreement,  and  that  no  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff's said  estate  had  then  been  taken  or  used  by  the  amalgamated 
company,  or  any  injury  been  then  done  to  it;  to  which  plea  there  is 
a  demurrer ;  and  the  question  referred  to  her  majesty's  judges  is,  the 
sufficiency  of  the  plea. 

It  is  impossible  to  deny,  that  the  parties  meant  the  defendants  to 
be  bound,  under  some  circumstances,  to  pay  the  stipulated  sums,  if 
an  amalgamation  should  be  made  of  the  two  companies,  and  an  act 
passed  to  effect  it,  though  neither  the  Direct  Northern  nor  Great 
Northern  Act  should  pass ;  for  they  are  to  pay,  in  case  an  amalgama- 
tion should  take  place  by  agreement  of  the  provisional  directors  of 
the  two  companies,  or  by  a  recommendation  of  a  committee  of  the 
house  of  commons,  evidently  meaning  a  committee  sitting  upon 
either  bill  before  it  passed  into  a  law. 

There  being  therefore  clearly  a  clause  creating  an  obligation  to  this 
effect,  the  question  is,  whether  it  was  put  an  end  to  by  a  notice  under 
the  circumstances  stated  in  the  plea  ? 

The  question  may  be  considered  as  if  this  clause  formed  a  part  of 
the  provisos,  one  or  both,  or  was  collateral  to  them. 

If  the  former  be  the  case,  and  we  think  it  is,  the  plea  seems  to  us 
to  be  insuihcient. 

The  part  of  the  deed  following  the  words  "  and  lastly  "  may  not 
be  a  qualification  of  the  first  proviso  giving  the  option  to  the  plain- 
tiff, because  there  is  nothing  in  the  least  repugnant  or  inconsistent  in 
allowing  the  plaintiff  to  put  an  end  to  the  obligation  of  covenants 
which  are  intended  to  be  performed  for  his  benefit,  as  these  are,  which 
are  to  operate  in  the  case  of  amalgamation,  as  well  as  the  others. 
It  is  by  no  means  unreasonable  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed, 
if  he  cannot  get  the  greatest  advantages  which  he  stipulates  for, 
which  he  contemplated  to  obtain  by  the  passing  of  the  Direct  North- 
ern Company's  Act  in  six  months,  to  get  rid  of  the  agreement  alto- 
gether, and  insist  on  his  legal  rights  independently  of  contract  But 
there  is  much  more  difficulty  in  allowing  the  defendants,  provided 
the  Direct  Northern  bill  does  not  pass,  to  rid  themselves  of  all  liability 


16  HOUSE  OF   LORDS,  1851. 

Capper  v.  The  Eari  of  Lindsej. 

to  perform  covenants  which  are  clearly  meant  to  operate,  as  these 
were,  though  the  Direct  Northern  Act  should  not  pass. 

It  is  not  impossible  that  parties  should  so  stipulate ;  and  in  the 
deed  there  is  clearly  a  power  given  to  the  defendants  to  determine 
the  covenants  as  to  the  Great  Northern,  though  they  are  unconnect- 
ed with  those  relative  to  the  Direct  Northern  ;  for  if  the  Direct  North- 
ern does  not  pass  in  six  months,  they  may  determine  the  obllgatioa 
to  pay,  if  the  Great  Northern  passes  in  eighteen.  But  when  we  find 
this,  which  is  a  proviso,  and  placed  in  juxtaposition  with  that  ena- 
bling the  defendants  to  determine  the  contract,  and  connected  with 
it,  we  think  we  ought  to  construe  it  as  qualifying  the  former  proviso. 
And,  so  construed,  the  meaning  is,  that,  provided  the  Direct  Northern 
Act  should  not  pass  in  six  months,  the  defendants  may  determine  the 
contract,  provided  that  if  the  companies  are  amalgamated,  then  they 
shall  not,  but  shall  be  bound  to  pay  the  substituted  contingent  sums. 
It  is  said,  however,  that  this  construction  is  inadmissible,  because . 
there  is  no  limit  of  time  within  which  the  amalgamation  is  to  take 
place,  so  that  the  right  to  determine  the  contract  at  the  end  of  six 
months  is  to  depend  on  a  subsequent  event  to  happen  at  an  indefi- 
nite time.  It  is  argued  that  it  would  be  inconsistent  to  say  that  the 
defendants  might  determine  the  contract  at  the  end  of  six  months, 
yet  they  should  not  do  so  if  ten  years  afterwards  another  event 
should  occur.  And  this  is  a  reason  for  qualifying  the  defendant's 
right  to  some  extent,  and  for  holding  that  the  defendants  may  deter- 
mine the  contract  at  or  after  the  end  of  six  months,  in  case  this  act 
should  not  in  the  mean  time  pass ;  but  in  case  an  amalgamation 
should  have  taken  place  and  been  established  by  act  of  parliament, 
whilst  the  contract  remained  undetermined,  then  the  covenants  de- 
pending on  amalgamation  should  be  performed.  This  construction 
renders  the  whole  intelligible  and  consistent;  and,  supposing  this  to 
be  the  true  construction  of  the  instrument,  the  averment  in  the  de- 
claration, that  the  amalgamation  of  the  companies  took  place  and 
was  established  by  an  act  of  the  legislature  whilst  the  agreement  re- 
mained in  full  force,  sufficiently  shows  that  it  was  made  before  the 
defendants  gave  notice  to  determine. 

If,  in  the  second  place,  these  stipulations  should  not  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  proviso  immediately  preceding,  but  as  introduced  in  a 
prior  or  subsequent  part  of  the  deeds,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  plea  is 
equally  bad. 

The  proviso  is,  as  has  been  said,  perfectly  reasonable  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  unnecessary  indeed  with  respect  to  all  the  co- 
venants depending  on  the  Direct  Northern  Railway  Company  obtain- 
ing the  act,  because  they  are  already  made  contingent  on  the  act 
being  obtained  in  six  months ;  but  with  respect  to  those  depending 
on  the  act  for  the  Great  Northern  Company  passing  in  eighteen 
months,  the  proviso  is  not  unnecessary,  but  it  is  by  no  means  unrea- 
sonable, for  the  covenants  are  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff;  nor 
would  it  be  inconsistent  or  unreasonable  to  allow,  as  an  equivalent 
to  giving  the  option  to  the  plaintiff,  also  to  give  the  option  to  the  de- 
fendants to  determine  all  their  covenants  with  respect  to  the  Great 
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Northern,  so  that  the  defendants  might  under  their  agreement,  if  the 
I>irect  Northern  Act  did  not  pass  within  six  months,  have  freed  thera- 
eelves  from  the  obligation  to  pay  the  sums  and  to  perform  the  cove- 
nants on  their  part  dependent  on  the  passing  of  the  Great  Northern 
Company's  Act  in  eighteen  calendar  months.  And  this  appears  to 
have  been  permitted  by  the  deed,  which  is  so  worded  as  to  allow  the 
option  to  both  parties,  as  to  the  covenant  with  respect  to  the  Great 
Northern ;  but  then  it  is  clear  to  us  that  they  must  have  executed 
that  option  before  the  actual  breach  of  the  covenants ;  for  after  the 
covenants  have  been  actually  broken  by  non-payment  of  sums  pay- 
able pursuant  to  them,  or  non-performance  of  other  covenants,  where- 
by a  cause  of  action  actually  occurred,  as  here,  it  would  be  unrea- 
sonable and  inconsistent  to  allow  the  defendants  a  power  to  discharge 
themselves  by  a  notice  to  determine. 

It  would  be  as  much  as  to  say  this,  that  though  the  defendants 
have  actually  broken  their  covenants  subsisting  at  the  time,  and  be- 
come liable  to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money,  or  large  damages,  or  both, 
yet  they  should  not  be  recovered  if  the  defendants  chose  to  give  no- 
tice to  determine  the  contract. 

If,  then,  the  dbvenants  dependent  on  the  amalgamation  had  been 
"wholly  collateral  to  the  proviso,  and  not  a  qualification  of  it,  and  had 
been 'inserted  as  an  independent  part  of  the  deed,  we  think  this  plea 
"would  be  bad,  because  it  is  not  stated,  nor  does  it  appear,  that  the 
notice  was  given  before  the  breach  of  the  covenants  declared  upon 
for  the  nonpayment  of  6,000/.  This  sum  was  to  be  paid  in  three 
months  after  the  act  passed,  and  therefore  at  the  end  of  three  months 
there  was  a  breach.  The  right  to  payment  does  not  depend  upon  the 
fact  of  making  a  part  of  the  railway  by  the  amalgamated  company 
on  the  plaintiff's  estate,*  or  taking,  or  using,  or  doing  any  injury  to 
the  plaintiff's  land ;  the  right  to  it  depends  simply  on  the  etHuxion  of 
three  months'  time  after  the  Amalgamation  Act.  No  doubt  no  aver- 
ment could  have  been  made  on  the  plea  to  obviate  the  last  objection, 
as  the  notice  was  probably  not  given  till  the  23d  November,  and  the 
Amalgamation  Act  passed  in  June. 

"We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that,  whether  we  consider  the  clause 
in  question  as  a  proviso  qualifying  the  preceding  proviso,  or  as  a  col- 
lateral proviso  or  covenant,  the  plea  is  bad. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said  that  their  lordships  were  much  in- 
debted to  the  learned  judges  for  the  assistance  which  they  had  ren- 
dered in  this  case.     He  moved  that  their  opinion  should  be  printed. 

Lord  Brougham  thought  that,  after  the  able  opinion  of  the  judges, 
with  which  he  entirely  agreed,  the  house  could  entertain  no  doubt 
upon  the  subject,  and  he  should  therefore  move  that  judgment  be 
given  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  concurred  with  his  noble  and  learned 
friend. 

JudffinefU  of  the  court  below  affirmed* 
2* 
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Lowe   v.  The   London  and   Northwestebn  Railway  Company.^ 

May  26  and  27,  1852. 

Use  and  Occupation — Corporation^  Liability  of — Implied  Contract — 
8  Vict  c.  16,  s.  97  —  Power  of  Directors  to  Contract  by  Parol 

Where  a  corporation  have  actually  used  and  occnpied  land  for  the  purpose  of  their  incor- 
poration, by  the  permission  of  the  owner,  tembie^  that  they  are  liable  to  be  sued  in  assumpsit 
for  use  and  occupation,  notvrithstanding  they  haye  not  entered  into  a  contract  under  their 
common  seaL 

But  in  the  case  of  a  railway  company,  sued  under  the  aboye  circumstances,  idiere  the  8  Yict 
c  16,  s.  97,  (the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act),  provides  that  any  contract,  which, 
if  made  between  private  persons,  would  be  valid,  although  made  by  parol  only,  may  be 
made  by  pan^  on  behalf  of  the  company  by  the  directors,  and  ahidl  be  binding  on  the 
company:— 

Hdd^  that  such  a  contract  might  be  presumed  to  have  been  entered  into,  and  that  the  com- 
pany was,  therefore,  liable  to  the  action. 

Assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation.    Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial,  before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  at  the  Derbyshire  Spring  Assizes, 

1852,  it  appeared  that  this  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  who 

was  the  owner  of  a  strip  of  land  "adjoining  a  branch  line  of  railway  in 

the  course  of  construction  by  the  defendants,  in  respect  of  its  tempo- 

4 
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rary  occupation  daring  four  or  five  years  by  the  contractors,  who  bad 
laid  bricks  and  materials  upon  the  land,  and  had  erected  upon  it 
dwellings  for  the  workmen.  No  contract  under  seal  by  the  defend- 
ants, or  by  two  of  the  directors  of  the  company,  under  the  8  Vict,  a 
16,  8.  97,  had  ever  been  entered  into.  The  learned  chief  justice  left  it 
to  the  jury  to  say  upon  the  evidence,  whether  there  had  been,  in  fact, 
any  occupation  by  the  defendants,  by  means  of  their  agent ;  and  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  175L  damages.  Leave 
was  reserved  to  the  defendants. to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  upon  an 
objection  taken  at  the  trial,  fhat  the  action  could  not,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, be  supported  against  the  defendants.  A  rule  nisi  upon 
the  leave  reserved,  and  also  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  was  against  the  evidence,  having  been  obtained  — 

Miller,  Serj.  and  Hayes  now  showed  cause.  First,  assuming  that 
the  evidence  proves  an  occupation  by  the  company,  the  objection  upon 
which  a  nonsuit  is  sought  to  be  entered  is,  that  the  defendants,  being 
a  corporation,  are  not  bound  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  under  their 
common  seal.  But  that  rule  applies  only  to  cases  of  express  contract, 
and  not,  as  here,  where  a  contract  is  implied  by  the  law  from  certain 
acts  done  and  permitted  to  be  done.  A  corporation  can  only  speak 
by  its  common  seal ;  but  here  the  law  speaks  for  it.  It  is  like  the 
cases  which  occur  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  A  party  cannot 
expressly  bind  himself  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  except  in  writing ; 
but  he  is  impliedly  bound  to  pay  his  own  debt  without  any  writing. 
So,  if  a  lease  for  years  be  made  to  a  corporation,  they  cannot  make 
an  actual  surrender,  except  by  deed  under  their  seal ;  but  if  they 
accept  a  new  lease,  this  is  a  surrender  in  law  of  their  first  lease,  and 
good,  though  not  under  seal.  Bac,  Abr. '  Corporations,'  E.  pi.  3.  A 
corporation  may  sue,  as  plaintifis,  in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupa^ 
tion,  where  the  premises  have  been  used  and  occupied  by  their  per- 
mission. The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Rochester  v.  Pierce,  1  Camp. 
466 ;  The  Mayor,  Sfc,  of  Stafford  v.  'Till,  4  Bing.  75 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  X 
Rep.  C.  P.  77 ;  Southwark  Bridge  Company  v.  &ll8,  2  Car.  &  P.  371. 
If  so,  there  must  be  a  corresponding  obligation  cast  upon  them,  and 
they  must  be  capable  of  being  sued  in  assumpsit,  where  they  have 
actually  used  and  occupied  land  by  the  permission  of  its  owner.  There 
is,  indeed,  more  difficulty  in  saying  that  a  corporation  can  permit  an 
occupation  without  seal,  than  there  is  in  saying  that  they  can  be  per- 
mitted to  occupy.  The  11  Geo.  2,  c  19,  s.  14,  which  enables  land- 
lords, where  the  agreement  is  not  by  deed,  to  recover  satisfaction  for 
the  use  of  the  lands,  makes  no  exception  of  bodies  corporate.  Elliott 
V.  Sogers,  4  Esp.  59.  It  is  a  fallacy  to  treat  this  action  as  founded 
on  any  contract ;  it  is  brought  to  recover  a  compensation  for  an  actual 
enjoyment,  and  the  law  implies  a  consequent  liability.  The  Mayor, 
Sfc.  of  Carmarthen  v.  Lewis,  6  Car.  &  P.  608  ;  Painter  v.  Ihe  Liver  * 
pool  Gas  Co.,  3  Ad.  &  E.  433 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  M.  C.  I98; 
Church  V.  The  Imperial  Gaslight  and  Coke  Co,,  Ibid.  846  ;  s.  c.  7  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  8.)  Q.  B.  118 ;  Halt  v.  The  Mayor,  SfC.  of  Swansea,  5  Q.  B. 
Rep.  526 ;  s.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Q.  B.  107 ;  Doe  d.  Pennington 
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V.  Taniere,  12  Ibid.  998 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  49,  are  all 
cases  where  a  liability  has  been  implied  by  law  in  the  absence  of  a 
contract  under  seal. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  any  promise  is  implied,  must  it  not  be 
a  promise  under  seal  ?] 

The  defendants  might  have  been  bound  by  a  simple  contract  made 
by  two  of  their  directors,  under  the  8  Vict  c.  16,  s.  97.  It  is,  there- 
fore, unnecessary  to  presume  a  deed  sealed  by  the  corporation,  and 
so  the  difficulty  felt  in  The  Copper  Miners  Company  v.  Fox^  20  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  174 ;  s.  c.  3  Eng.  Kep.  420,  does  not  arise.  In 
Firday  v.  The  Bristol  arid  Exeter  Railway  Company^  21  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  117;  s.  c.  9  Eng.  Rep.  489,  it  was  admitted  that  a 
corporation  is  liable  in  use  and  occupation  for  the  period  during 
which  they  have  actually  occupied.  Parke,  B.,  there  said,  "  If  the 
defendants  had  been  private  individuals  they  might  have  made  a 
parol  contract  to  hold  for  a  year  as  tenants  for  a  year,  and  their  con- 
duct in  continuing  in  possession  after  the  expiration  of  the  year 
would  be  evidence  of  a  contract  for  another  tenancy  from  year  to 
year.  That  presumption  would  arise  from  the  conduct  of  the  parties." 
That  observation  is  strictly  in  point  here ;  and  assuming  that  there  has 
been  an  actual  occupation  by  the  defendants,  with  the  permission  of 
the  plaintiff,  this  action  will  lie.  [They  then  argued  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  of  an  actual  occupation  by  the  defendants.] 

Metier  and  Macauley,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  general  rule  of 
law  is,  that  a  corporation  aggregate  can  only  contract  under  seal,  sub- 
ject to  a  single  exception  arising  from  necessity ;  and  it  lies  on  the 
plaintiff  to  bring  his  case  within  that  exception. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  Hall  v.  Mayor,  ^c,  of  Swansea,  there 
was  no  necessity  to  contract  without  seal.] 

That  is  a  peculiar  case ;  there  was  no  promise  there,  but  it  was 
presumed  that  the  defendants  had  engaged  to  repay  money  which 
they  had  obtained  wrongly.  Arnold  v,  xfte  Mayor,  SfC,  of  Poole,  4 
Man.  &  G.  860 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  97 ;  and  Paine  v. 
The  Guardians  of  the  Strand  Union,  8  Q.  B.  Rep.  326 ;  s.  c.  15  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  89,  lay  down  a  clear  rule  of  law. 

[Crompton,  J.  referred  to  Sanders  v.  St.  Neots  Union,  8  Ibid.  810; 
s.  c.  16  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  104.] 

That  case  is  explained  in  Lamprell  v.  The  Billericay  Union,  3  Exch. 
Rep.  283;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  282,  which  lays  down 
the  true  rule,  namely,  that  none  can  be  bound  by  an  implied  parol 
contract  except  those  who  are  capable  of  contracting  by  parol.  Here, 
the  defendants  being  a  corporation,  are  incapable  of  contracting  other- 
wise than  by  their  common  seal. 

[CoLERmoE,  J.  That  is  not  so ;  they  may  contract  by  two  direct- 
ors. 

Erle,  J.  Use  and  occupation  does  not  rest  upon  a  promise  in- 
ferred by  the  jury,  but  upon  a  statutory  liability  arising  out  of  the 
occupation.] 

Birch  V.  Wright,  1  Term  Rep.  378,  lays  down  the  principle  on  which 


COURT  OF   QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852.  21 

Lowo  V.  The  London  and  Northwestern  Railway  Company. 

the  action  is  founded.  Beverly/  v.  the  Lincoln  Gaslight  and  Coke 
Company,  6  Ad.  &  E.  829 ;  a.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  113,  pro- 
ceeded on  its  being  a  contract.  It  is  said  on  the  other  side  that  a 
contract  may  be  here  implied,  and  cases  are  referred  to  where  the 
consideration  for  the  promise  had  been  had  by  a  corporation,  and  they 
were  held  impliedly  liable.  But  here  the  enjoyment  of  land  is  the 
consideration,  and  a  corporation  has  no  capacity  to  take  land  except 
under  seal ;  the  law  will  only,  therefore,  presume  that  they  have  so 
held  it,  and  assumpsit  will  not  lie  —  Dig^le  v.  the  London  and  Black' 
wall  Rcuilway  Company,  5  Exch.  Rep.  442;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  308 ;  Homersham  v.  the  Wolverhampton  Waterworks  Company j 
6  Exch.  Rep.  137 ;  s.  c.  4  Eng.  Rep.  426 ;  The  Mayor,  Sfc.  of  Ludlow  v. 
Charlton,  6  Mee.  &  W.  815 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  75. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  those  cases  the  liability  arose  on  an 
express  preceding  contract  which  had  been  executed ;  here  it  arises 
from  the  fact  of  occupation,  and  the  law  raises  the  promise.  That  is 
what  is  expressly  laid  down  in  Finlay  v.  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Rail" 
way  Company.] 

The  dictum  of  Parke,  B.,  in  that  case  was  extra-judicial ;  the  court 
decided  that  the  action  would  not  lie. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  But  that  dictum  is  quite  in  accordance 
with  Hall  V.  the  Mayor,  JfC,  of  Swansea.  Where  you  proceed  for  a 
breach  of  an  executory  contract,  you  must  rest  on  the  contract  itself; 
but  where  the  consideration  has  been  executed,  you  proceed  on  the 
promise  implied  by  law.] 

In  Church  v.  the  Imperial  Oasliffht  Company  it  was  laid  down  that 
there  is  no  difference  in  this  respect  between  executed  and  executory 
contracts.  The  law  will  only  imply  such  a  promise  when  there  is  a 
capacity  to  contract  Lamprell  v.  the  Billericay  Union  shows  that 
the  law  will  not  infer  a  promise  by  a  corporation  wherever  there  has 
been  a  consideration  executed  in  their  favor. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  That  case  certainly  goes  to  the  length 
that  a  corporation  cannot  be  sued  in  assumpsit,  although  work  has 
been  done  for  them,  and  the  benefit  has  been  enjoyed,  and  the  matters 
are  within  the  scope  and  object  of  the  corporation.  It  must  be  con- 
sidered as  dissenting  from  Sanders  v.  St,  Neots  Union.] 

As  to  the  power  to  contract  by  parol,  under  8  Vict  c.  16,  s.  97,  no 
such  contract  will  be  presumed  —  Cope  v.  Thames  Haven  Dock  and 
Railway  Company,  3  Exch.  Rep.  841 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep,  (n.  s.) 
3  Exch.  345  ;  and  Ridley  v.  the  Plymouth,  SfC,  Grindinff  and  Baking 
Company,  2  Ibid.  711 ;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  252. 
[They  also  argued  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence.] 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  to  enter  a 
nonsuit  ought  to  be  discharged.  The  objection  is  a  technical  one, 
upon  which  the  defendants  were  at  liberty  to  rely,  but  I  think  it  does 
not  afford  a  defence  to  the  action.  The  objection  is,  that  this  action 
of  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation  cannot  be  maintained,  because 
the  de&ndants,  being  a  corporation,  can  only  bind  themselves  under 
their  common  seal.     We  must  assume,  upon  this  part  of  the  case, 
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that  the  defendants  have  enjoyed  and  occupied  the  land  in  question 
with  the  consent  and  pennission  of  the  plaintifE  That  being  so,  upon 
the  authority  of  The  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Rochester  v.  Pierce^  which 
I  am  not  at  all  prepared  to  overturn,  I  think  that  an  action  is  main- 
tainable against  them  for  use  and  occupation.  That  case  decides 
that  such  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  a  corporation,  where  the 
land  has  been  occupied  by  their  permission ;  and  I  think  the  liability 
must  be  reciprocal,  so  as  to  charge  them  in  a  like  case.  But  it  does 
not  rest  upon  that  authority  alone.  We  have  also  the  decision  of 
this  court  in  Hall  v.  the  Mayor^  SfC*  of  Swansea^  where  it  was  held 
that  a  corporation  may  be  sued  in  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  fees  of  an 
office  wrongfully  received  by  them.  It  is,  indeed,  said  that  that  was 
a  case  of  necessity ;  but  there  was  no  more  necessity  there  than  that 
arising  out  of  the  moral  obligation  of  the  corporation  to  pay  its  debts, 
and  the  same  reasoning  applies  here.  In  addition  to  these  authorities, 
we  must  pay  great  respect  to  what  fell  from  my  brother  Parke  in 
Finlap  v.  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company.  He  there  says, 
that  an  action  will  lie  against  a  corporation  for  the  actual  use  and 
occupation  of  land,  with  the  consent  of  the  owner.  But  independ- 
ently of  any  general  principle  of  law  applicable  to  corporations,  I 
think  we  are  relieved  of  any  doubt  in  this  case  by  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  section  97,  which  gives  power  to  the 
directors  to  enter  into  a  contract  such  as  this  for  the  occupation  of 
land  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  undertaking  to  complete  the  rail- 
way. Now,  supposing  the  company  to  have  had  the  occupation  and 
enjoyment  of  the  land,  why  are  we  to  assume  that  there  was  no  such 
parol  contract  on  the  part  of  the  directors,  and  that  not  to  have  taken 
place  which  would  have  explained  all  that  we  have  to  solve  ?  There 
is  no  negative  evidence  to  show  that  there  was  no  such  contract,  and 
it  may  be  presumed  that  there  was ;  and,  if  so,  then  the  action  clearly 
lies.  As  to  the  other  question  in  this  case,  I  do  not  think  we  should 
be  justified  in  disturbing  a  second  verdict,  unless  it  was  clearly  with- 
out any  evidence  to  support  it  We  might  with  equal  reason  be 
asked  to  set  aside  a  third  verdict,  and  so  toties  quoties. 

Coleridge,  J.  As  to  the  first  point,  it  must  be  taken  to  be  found, 
that  there  was  a  use  and  occupation  of  this  land  by  the  defendants, 
with  the  permission  of  the  plaintiff.  In  the  case  of  an  ordinary  indi- 
vidual, the  law  infers  a  promise  to  pay  a  reasonable  compensation  in 
such  a  case,  and  there  is  authority  for  such  an  action  being  sustainable 
in  respect  of  a  corporation ;  and  I  do  not  think  the  courts  ought  now 
to  limit  the  extent  of  that  authority.  But  in  this  case,  we  are  not 
driven  to  come  to  a  decision  on  that  point,  because  an  inference  may 
be  drawn  sufficient  to  support  the  action  under  the  provision  in  the 
Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  to  which  attention  has  been 
directed*  If  there  exists  no  legal  impossibility  which  prevents  a  cor- 
poration from  making  a  promise,  we  ought  to  oraw  the  same  inference 
as  we  should  draw  in  the  case  of  an  individual ;  and  here  it  appears 
that  the  directors  of  the  company  were  at  liberty  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract of  this  nature.     Therefore,  taking  it  either  way,  and  without  any 
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particular  reference  to  the  authorities  quoted,  I  think  this  action  is 
maintainable. 

Erle,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Two  questions  here  arise  : 
first,  whether,  evidence  of  actual  occupation  by  the  defendants  is  evi- 
dence to  go  to  the  jury  in  support  of  an  action  like  this :  and  I  think 
it  is.  I  do  not  propose  to  advert  to  the  decisions,  which  appear  to 
me  in  some  degree  to  conflict,  as  to  whether  an  action  like  this  will 
lie  against  a  corporation,  without  proof  of  a  contract  under  seal.  But 
there  is  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  (in  which  court  the 
exemption  of  corporations  has  been  most  strictly  maintained),  that  an 
action  of  assumpsit,  for  use  and  occupation,  will  lie  where  there  has 
been  an  actual  occupation  by  a  corporation.  I  also  think  that  the 
action  is  maintainable  by  reason  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consoli- 
dation Act,  whereby  it  is  provided  that  the  directors  may  exercise 
such  a  power  as  this  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  that,  with  respect 
to  any  contract  which,  if  made  between  private  persons,  would  be 
valid  by  parol,  the  directors  may  make  a  valid  contract  by  parol.  In 
the  ordinary  case  of  land  held  by  one  person  with  the  consent  of 
another,  we  can  infer  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the  person  occupying ; 
and  if  we  can  do  so  in  the  case  of  a  single  occupation,  I  do  not  see 
why  we  may  not  do  so  where  several  persons  occupy.  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  point  of  law  fails  the  defendants.  As  to  the  other  ques- 
tion, whatever  may  be  the  correct  view  of  the  balance  of  the  evidence 
on  both  sides,  I  think  that,  after  the  finding  of  two  juries,  and  no  im- 
putation of  any  misconduct  whatever,  we  are  not  iustified  in  setting 
the  verdict  aside,  and  sending  the  case  for  another  trial. 


Crompton,  J.  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 
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May  6,  1852. 

Apportiowment — Salary  for  Services  —  4  4*  5  Will,  4,  c,  22 — Deedj 
Construction  of — Condition  Precedent — Pleadinff — Declaration. 

Where  the  plaintiflf  was  by  deed  appointed  to  "  the  offices  of  auditor  and  snperintending 
manager  of  the  defendant's  estates"  at  a  salary  of  1,800/.,  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  7tn 
of  July  and  the  7th  of  January  in  erery  year,  and  the  defendant  had  revoked  the  appoint- 
ment in  the  middle  of  a  cnrrent  year: — 

Beid,  that  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22,  s.  2,  did  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recoTer  a  proportionate 
part  of  dxe  salary  in  respect  of  that  portion  of  the  year  daring  which  the  plaintiff  held  the 
offices. 

That  statute  applies  to  cases  where  payment  for  the  whole  period  most  be  made  to  some 

1  21  Law  J.  Kep.  (x.  s.)  Q.  B.  871 ;  16  Jur.  908. 
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person,  and  does  not  include  a  payment  nnder  a  contract  between  employer  and  employed 
for  services  performed,  where  the  payment  entirely  ceases  npon  the  determination  of  the 
claimant's  right  to  receive  it 

The  defendant  by  deed  appointed  the  plaintiff  anditor  of  his  estates  at  a  yearly  salary,  and 
in  consideration  thereof  the  plaintiff  covenanted  to  give  op  his  practice  as  a  barrister,  if 
required  so  to  do,  and  not  to  accept  any  other  office  or  employment  whatever,  so  long  as 
he  should  hold  the  said  office.  The  defendant  also  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  said 
salary  during  so  long  as  he  should  hold  the  office ;  and  in  case  the  defendant  should  rcToke 
the  appointment  without  adequate  and  just  cause  (to  be  determined  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned), that  the  defendant  should  pay  him  a  retiring  pension  of  1,000/.  a  year;  and  it  was 
provided  that  the  adequacy  and  justice  of  the  cause  of  any  revocation  by  the  defendant  <9f 
the  said  appointment  should  be  determined  by  J.  W. 

» 

Held^  that  the  defendant  had  no  power  of  dismissing  the  plaintiff  without  giving  him  a  right 
to  the  pension  of  1,000/.  a  year,  until  he,  the  defendant,  had  previously  ascertained  by  a 
reference  to  J.  W.  that  he  had  adequate  and  just  cause  to  revoke  the  appointment 

Held^  also,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  enforce  payment  of  the  retiring  pension  was 
not  ousted ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  might  declare  for  it  without  showing  that  there  ha^  been 
any  determination  by  J.  W.  or  anj  excuse  for  his  not  having  obtained  such  determination, 
or  that  a  reasonable  time  for  obtaining  such  determination  luid  elapsed. 

Covenant.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that,  by  a 
certain  indenture  made  between  the  defendant  of  the  one  part  and  the 
plaintiff  of  the  other  part,  the  defendant  appointed  the  plaintiff  to  be 
auditor  and  superintending  manager  of  all  his  the  defendant's  estates, 
and  the  defendant  thereby  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  that  he,  the 
defendant,  would,  so  long  as  the  plaintiff  should  hold  the  said  offices, 
pay  him  the  annual  salary  of  1,800/.  by  equal  half-yearly  payments, 
on  the  7th  of  July  and  the  7th  of  January  in  every  year ;  and  further, 
that,  in  case  the  defendant  should  revoke  the  said  appointment  there- 
by made,  without  adequate  and  just  cause,  then  and  in  such  case, 
from  and  after  such  revocation,  he,  the  defendant,  would,  during  the 
remainder  of  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  pay  to  the 
plaintiff  a  clear  annual  sum  of  1,000/.  by  equal  half-yearly  payments,  - 
on  the  said  half-yearly  days  thereinbefore  mentioned.  That  although 
from  the  time  of  making  the  said  indenture  hitherto,  the  plaintiff  had 
duly  performed  and  fulfilled  all  things  therein  on  his  part  to  be  per- 
formed and  fulfilled,  and  had,  to  wit,  during  all  the  time  last  aforesaid, 
continued  to  hold  the  said  offices  of  auditor  and  superintending  mana- 
ger to  which  he  was  thereby  appointed  as  aforesaid,  and  although  a 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  900/.  for  the  period  of  time 
between  the  7th  of  January,  1850,  and  the  7th  of  July,  1860,  during 
which  the  plaintiff  held  the  said  offices  of  auditor  and  superintending 
manager  to  which  he  was  so  appointed  as  aforesaid,  became  and  was 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf  due  from  and 
payable  by  thp  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  yet  that  the  defendant  had 
not  paid  the  said  sum  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  second  count  stated  the  making  of  the  said  indenture  to  the 
effect  in  the  first  count  mentioned,  and  alleged  that,  although  the 
plaintiff  from  the  time  of  the  making  thereof  continued  to  hold  the 
said  offices  of  auditor  and  superintending  manager  oAhe  said  estates 
of  the  defendant,  to  which  he  was  by  the  same  indenture  so  appointed 
as  aforesaid,  until  and  upon  a  certain  day  which  elapsed  between  the 
7th  of  January  and  the  7th  of  July,  1850,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  of  May, 
1850,  on  which  day  the  defendant  without  adequate  and  just  cause 
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in  that  behalf  revoked  the  said  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  so  made 
by  the  said  indenture  as  aforesaid,  and  although  after  such  revocation, 
to  wit,, on  &C.,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  500^  being 
the#rst  payment  of  the  said  clear  annual  sum  of  1,000/.,  became  and 
^wasdile  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  said  covenant  in  that  behalf*  in  the  said  indenture  contained,  and 
although  the  defendant  had  from  the  time  of  the  said  revocation 
oeased  to  pay,  and  had  not  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  salary  of 
1,800/.,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  although  the  defendant  had  not  either 
before  or  since  the  said  revocation,  or  at  any  time  hitherto  obtained, 
nor  had  there  been  any  determination  by  Lieutenant- Colonel  Wild- 
man  or  any  other  referees  or  umpire,  that  he,  the  defendant,  had  or 
that  there  was  adequate  and  just  cause  of  or  for  such  revocation  by 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid ;  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  the 
obtaining  such  determination  elapsed  long  before  the  said  7th  day  of 
July,  1850,  yet  that  no  part  of  the  said  last-mentioned  sum  had  ever 
yet  .been  paid. 

The  defendant  set  out  the  deed  upon  oyer,  by  which  (after  reciting 
the  appointment  of  the  plaintiff  as  auditor  and  superintending  mana- 
ger of  the  defendant's  estates)  the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  the 
salary  and  compensation  t|iereinafter  secured  to  the  plaintiff,  cove- 
nanted to  perform  the  duties  of  the  said  offices,  and  "  in  order  that  he, 
the  plaintiff,  may  be  better  able  to  devote  his  time  and  pains  to  the 
performance  of  the  duties  imdertaken  by  him  as  aforesaid,  that  he,  the 
plaintiff,  shall  not,  during  so  long  as  he  shall  hold  the  offices  to  which 
he  is  hereby  appointed,  without  the  previous  consent  of  the  said 
earl,  accept  any  other  office  or  employment  whatsoever,"  other  than 
certain  other  offices  therein  specified,  '^  and  shall  relinquish  and  give 
up  his  practice  as  a  barrister,  so  far  as  such  practice  may  be  incom- 
patible with,  or  in  any  manner  interfere  with  the  efficient  and  perfect 
discharge  of  the  duties  of  the  offices  to  which  he  is  hereby  appointed, 
and  shall,  if  so  required  by  the  said  earl,  totally  relinquish  and  give 
•  up  such  his  practice."  It  then  stated  the  defenaant's  covenant  to  pay 
the  said  annual  scdary  during  so  long  as  the  plaintiff  should  hold  the 
said  offices,  and  ^  that  in  case  the  plaintiff  should  cease  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  offices  to  which  he  was  thereby  appointed  by  reason  of 
his  becoming  incapable  of  performing  such  duties  from  permanent 
illness  or  ilffirmity,  or  in  case  the  said  earl  should  revoke  the  appoint- 
ment thereby  made  without  adequate  or  just  cause  (the  adequacy 
and  justice  of  such  cause  to  be  determined  as  thereinafter  mentioned), 
or  in  case  the  plaintiff  should  resign  the  said  offices  upon  adequate  or 
just  cause,  the  adequacy  and  justice  of  such  cause  to  be  determined 
as  thereinafter  mentioned,"  then  and  in  any  such  case  the  defendant 
covenanted  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  retiring  pension  of  1,000/.  a  year ; 
and  "  that  the  adequacy  and  justice  of  the  cause  of  any  revocation  by 
the  said  earl,  of  the  appointment  thereby  made,  and  the  Justice  and 
adequacy  of  the  cause  for  the  resignation  by  the  plaintifi  of  the  said 
offices,  should  be  determined  by  John  Wildman,  of  &c.,  lieutenant-colo- 
neMn  her  majesty's  army,  if  living  and  able  and  willing  to  determine 
the  matter  in  question,  and  in  case  he  should  be  dead,  or  unable  or 
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unwilling  to  detennine  the  matter  in  question,  that  the  same  should 
be  detennined  by  two  referees,  to  be  named  by  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant respectively,  or,  in  case  of  their  diifering|  by  an  umpire  to  be 
named  by  them ;  and  in  case  either  party  should  refuse  or  on)j^  to 
appoint  a  referee,  or  should  appoint  a  referee  who  refused  or  omitted 
to  join  in  appointing  an  umpire,  that  the  referee  named  by  the  other 
party  should  be  entitled  to  make  an  award  which  should  be  binding. 

The  defendant  then  pleaded  to  the  first  count  that,  before  the  said 
7th  day  of  July,  1850,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  defendant  revoked  the  said 
appointment  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  and  the 
plaintiff  thereupon  and  thereby  then  ceased  to  hold,  and  thence 
hitherto  ceased  to  hold  the  said  offices  to  which  he  was  so  appointed 
as  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  without  this,  that  the  plaintiff 
held  the  said  offices  of  auditor  and  superintending  manager  to  which 
he  was  so  appointed  as  aforesaid,  during  the  whole  period  of  time 
between  the  7th  of  January  and  the  7th  of  July,  1850,  modo  etformd. 

To  the  second  count  the  defendant  demurred  specially,  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  question  of  the  adequacy  or  justice  of 
the  cause  of  revocation  had  been  determined  in  the  way  precribed  by 
the  indenture. 

The  plaintiff  demurred  to  the  plea  to  the  first  count,  on  the  ground 
{inter  alia)  that  it  raised  an  immaterial  issue,  and  that  the  plea  an- 
swered part  only  of  the  cause  of  action,  and  joined  in  demurrer  to  the 
second  count. 

F.  TTiesiffer  (Attorney-General,  Garth  with  him)  for  the  plaintiff!^ 
Fii^t,  as  to  the  plea  to  the  first  count  The  plaintiff  in  that  count 
claims  the  salary  for  the  whole  of  the  half  year,  between  the  7th  of 
January  and  the  7th  of  July,  1850,  or  if  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  whole, 
then,  at  any  rate  he  claims  a  proportionate  part  of  the  salary  for  the 
period  between  these  dates,  during  which  he  continued  to  hold  the 
offices  of  auditor  and  superintending  manager  of  the  defendant's  es- 
tates. The  defendant,  by  his  plea  merely  denies  that  the  plaintiff 
held  the  offices  during  the  whole  of  the  half-year ;  so  that  the  plea 
affords  no  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  the  proportionate  part  of 
the  salary  for  the  time  during  which  he  is  admitted  to  have  held  the 
offices.  If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  proportionate  part, 
the  plea  is  bad.  Although  by  the  common  law  he  would  not  be  so 
entitled,  under  the  2d  section  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22,  this  salary  is 
apportionable.  The  words  of  that  section  are,  «  That  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  all  rents,  annuities,  pensions,  dividends,  mo- 
duses,  compositions,  and  all  other  payments  of  every  description,  made 
payable  or  coming  due  at  fixed  periods,  under  any  instrument  that 
shall  be  executed  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  shall  be  apportioned, 
so  that  on  the  death  of  any  person  interested  in  any  such  rents,  annu- 
ities, pensions,  dividends,  moduses,  compositions,  or  other  payments 
as  aforesaid,  on  the  determination  by  any  means  whatsoever  of  the 
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interest  of  any  such  person,  he  or  she,  and  his  or  her  executors,  admi- 
nistrators or  assigns,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  proportion  of  such  rents, 
annuities,  pensions,  dividends,  moduses,  compositions  and  other  pay* 
ments/'  The  words  "all  payments  of  *every  description  becoming 
due  under  any  instrument "  are  sufficiently  large  to  embrace  cases  of 
this  kind.  K  the  plaintiff  had  died  the  day  before  the  half-year  ended, 
it  Avould  have  been  a  great  hardship  upon  him  to  have  been  deprived 
of  his  whole  half-year's  salary ;  and  this  is  one  of  the  evils  which  the 
statute  intended  to  remedy. 

Secondly,  as  regards  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count.     The  IflOOL 
retiring  pension  was  to  become  payable  to  the  plaintiff  upon  a  revo- 
cation of  his  appointment  by  the  defendant  without  adequate  and 
just  cause ;  and  the^  second  count,  which  alleges  such  a  revocation, 
shows  a  good  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  the  retiring  pension.    But 
the  defendant  relies  on  the  clause  as  to  arbitration  ;  but,  in  the  first 
place,  that  clause  is  not  binding  upon  either  of  the  parties,  so  as  to 
oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts.     Either  party  was  at  liberty  to 
refer  the  question  as  to  the  adequacv  and  justice  of  the  cause  of  revo- 
cation to  the  decision  of  a  court  of  law.     This  is  clearly  so  when  the 
arbitration  clause  extends  to  the  whole  deed.     TTiampson  v.  Chamock, 
8  Term  Rep.  139 ;  Russell  on  Arbitration^  p.  66 ;  and  the  same  rule 
has  been  held  to  prevail  where  the  clause  extends,  as  here,  to  only  one 
provision  in  the  deed.     Goldstone  v.  Osbom,  2  Car.  &  P.  650;  Kill  v. 
Hollister^  1  Wils.  129.     Suppose  the  referees  could  not  agree  upon 
an  umpire,  one  party  might  be  without  remedy.     See  Russell  on  Ar^ 
bitratioHy  68,  69.    But  in  the  next  place,  supposing  the  arbitration 
clause  is  binding,  then  the  1,000/.  is  payable  upon  the  revocation,  un- 
less there  has  been  a  determination,  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the 
deed,  that  there  was  adequate  and  just  cause  for  the  dismissal ;  and 
the  onus  of  showing  that  there  has  been  such  a  determination  lies 
upon  the  defendants. 

[ WiGHTMAN,  J.  May  not  this  be  the  meaning:  —  If  Mr.  Lowndes 
resigns,  then,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  the  pension,  he  must  show 
that  there  was  adequate  and  just  cause  for  the  resignation ;  but  if 
Lord  Stamford  revokes,  then  he  must  show  good  cause  for  the  revo- 
cation, otherwise  the  pension  becomes  payable  ?] 

That  is  so.  The  contract  is  intended  by  both  parties  to  be  a  con- 
tinuing one,  and  the  object  was  to  prevent  either  from  putting  an  end 
to  it  without  adequate  cause.  If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  resigns  with- 
out obtaining  a  determination  that  he  had  good  cause  for  the  resigna- 
tion, he  loses  his  pension;  but  if  Lord  Stamford  revokes  without 
obtaining  a  determination  that  he  had  good  cause,  then  he  is  bound 
to  pay  the  pension.  The  event  which  is  alleged  to  have  occurred  is 
a  revocation  by  the  defendant,  not  a  resignation  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  plaintiff  cannot  be  called  upon  to  prove  a  negative,  as  he  would 
have  to  do  if  he  were  obliged  to  show  that  Lord  Stamford  had  no 
cause  for  dismissing  him.  In  the  somewhat  analogous  case  of  master 
and  servant,  where  the  master  dismisses  his  servant  without  notice, 
the  servant  is  entitied  to  his  month's  wages,  unless  the  master  can 
show  that  the  misconduct   of  the  servant  justified  the  dismissal; 
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but  the  onus  of  proving  misconduct  is  wholly  thrown  upon  the 

master. 

J.  A.  Russelly  for  the  defendant  First,  as  to  the  plea  to  the  first 
count.  The  question  is,  whether  the  allegation  that  the  plaintifif  held 
the  offices  during  the  whole  period  between  the  7th  of  January  and 
the  7th  of  July,  1850,  is  material.  It  is  contended  that  it  is  so,  be* 
cause  the  salary  was  not  apportionable.  This  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  the  Apportionment  Act,  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  a  22.  The  words 
<<  payments  of  every  description  "  in  that  act,  though  apparently  large 
enough  to  embrace  cases  of  this  kind,  are  restrained  by  the  preamble 
of  the  act,  and  by  the  context,  to  payments  which  are  to  be  made  at 
fixed  periods,  and  which  will  continue  to  be  payable  notwithstanding 
the  right  of  a  particular  individual  to  receive  them  ceases.  The  pre- 
amble recites  "  that  rents,  annuities,  and  other  payments  due  at  fixed 
periods  are  not  apportionable."  The  "  other  payments  "  there  must 
refer  to  other  payments  ejusdem  generis  with  rents  and  annuities. 
Again  in  the  2d  section,  the  terms  <'  rents,  annuities,"  &uc.  which  pre- 
cede the  words  <'  all  other  payments,"  seem  to  show  the  particular 
description  of  payments  to  which  the  provision  is  meant  to  extend, 
and  the  word  ^<  interest,"  which  occurs  later  in  the  same  section, 
would  be  quite  inapplicable  to  a  contract  between  master  and  ser- 
vant where  the  obligation  to  pay  by  the  one  party  is  only  coextensive 
with  the  right  of  the  other  to  receive. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count.  The  cases  cited 
by  the  other  side  as  to  parties  not  being  bound  by  agreements  to  refer 
do  not  apply.  The  question  here  is  as  to  the  construction  of  a  parti- 
cular covenant,  and  that  will  depend  upon  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties as  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  deed.  Pordage  v.  Cbte,  1  Wms. 
Saund.  320,  a,  4.  The  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  whether  the 
plaintiff  resigned,  or  the  defendant  revoked  the  appointment,  an  in- 
quiry should  take  place  whether  there  was  good  cause  for  such  resig- 
nation or  revocation;  and  the  payment  of  the  retiring  pension  was  to 
depend  upon  the  result  of  that  inquiry.  If  the  qualifving  words  form 
part  of  the  covenant,  they  do  so  equally  in  the-case  of  the  defendant's 
revocation  as  of  the  plaintiff's  resignation.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  to 
have  resigned,  could  he  have  sued  for  his  retiring  pension  without 
obtaining  a  determination  by  the  referee  ?  If  he  could  not,  neither 
can  he  now  sue  without  it.  If  qualifying  words  form  part  of  a  cove- 
nant, they  must  be  so  treated  in  pleading.  Clayton  v.  Kynaston^  2 
Salk.  673.  In  Worsley  v.  Wood^  6  Term  Rep.  710,  a  party  insuring 
in  the  Phoenix  Company  was  held  not  entitled  to  recover  until  he  had 
obtained  certain  certificates,  which  by  the  proposal  of  the  company, 
he  was  bound  to  procure,  and  that  although  the  certificates  might  be 
refused  by  the  persons  from  whom  they  were  to  be  obtained.  So,  in 
Thumell  v.  Balbimie^  2  Mee.  &  W.  786;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  255,  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  purchase  goods  at  the  valua- 
tion of  certain  persons  named,  Newton  and  Matthews ;  and  it  was 
held,  that  he  was  not  liable  for  the  price  of  the  goods  until  they  had 
been  valued  by  both  the  valuers.  He  also  cited  Hothom  v.  The  East 
India  Company^  1  Term  Rep.  638. 
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The  AUomep' General^  in  reply.    First,  as  to  the  apportionment 
Supposing  the  plaintiff  had  died  in  the  middle  of  the  half  year,  the 
statute  would  smrely  have  applied,  and  it  would  have  been  a  great 
injustice  if  his  family  had  been  deprived  of  an  adequate  recompense 
for  his  services.  If  so,  it  applies  equally  where  the  payment  is  stopped 
by  an  act  over  which  he  has  no  control.     Tlpn,  as  to  the  second 
count.     Thumell  v.  Balbimie  and  Worsley  v.  Wood  do  not  apply.  In 
both  those  cases  the  covenantors  had  undertaken  to  pay  only  upon 
condition  that  certsiin  things  were  done  by  the  covenantee.    But  here 
the  act  upon  which  the  salary  is  to  become  payable  is  to  be  done  by 
the  covenantor  himself.     Upon  his  revoking  without  having  obtained 
a  determination  in  the  mode  prescribed,  he  is  to  pay  the  1,000/.  Whe- 
ther a  condition  is  precedent  or  subsequent  depends  upon  the  lan- 
guage of  the  deed.     And  that  which  is  a  condition  precedent,  as  to 
one  clause  of  a  covenant,  may  not  be  so  as  regards  another  clause 
of  the  same  covenant     If  Mr.  Lowndes  resigned,  it  would  undoubt- 
edly be  a  condition  precedent  to  his  right  to  sue  that  he  should 
obtain  a  determination  that  he  had  good  cause  for  resigning,  because 
he  vrould  be  primd  facie  a  wrong-doer  in  discontinuing  a  contract 
'which  was  intended  to  be  lasting.     But  for  that  same  reason,  if  Lord 
Stamford  revoked,  the  onus  would  be  on  him  to  show  good  cause  for 
it,  otherwise  Mr.  Lowndes  would  have  an  immediate  right  to  the 
j;>ension. 

Cur.  adv*  vtdt. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  We  think  that  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea 
to  the  first  count  there  ought  to  be  judgment  for  the  defendant  The 
plea,  averring  that  the  defendant  had  revoked  the  appointment  of  the 
plaintiff  before  the  7th  of  July,  1850,  when  the  half-year's  salary  sued 
for  is  alleged  to  have  become  due,  concludes  with  a  fecial  traverse 
of  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  office  of  auditor  during 
the  whole  half-year  down  to  the  said  7th  of  July.  The  plaintiff's 
counsel,  admitting  that  he  can  only  seek  to  recover  a  portion  of  this 
half-year's  salary,  and  that  at  common  law  it  could  not  be  appor- 
tioned, rests  this  claim  entirely  on  the  statute  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22  s.  2. 
The  language  there  employed  by  the  legislature  is  very  general ;  but 
we  do  not  think  that  it  was  meant  to  apply  to  a  payment  Uke  this, 
imder  a  contract  between  employer  and  employed  for  services  per- 
formed, where  the  payment  entirely  ceases  upon  the  determination 
of  the  claimant's  right  to  receive  it  The  statute  contains  the  enu- 
meration of  <<  the  estate,  fund,  office,  or  benefice  from  or  in  respect  of 
which  the  rents  or  other  payments  shall  be  issuing  or  derived,"  and 
the  deed  contains  the  expression  of  "  offices  of  auditor  and  superin- 
tending manager,"  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  appointed ;  but  looking 
to  the  context,  it  appears  to  us  that  these  are  not  offices  within  the 
meaning  of  the  enactment,  nq^  being  of  a  public  nature,  and  no  rents 
nor  payments  issuing  or  being  derived  from  or  in  respect  of  them. 
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Tbe  dismissal  from  an  employment  created  by  contract  can  hardly 
be  called  the  determination  of  the  interest  of  the  person  employed. 
The  time  fixed  by  the  statute  when  the  apportionment  is  made  reco- 
verable is,  ^'  when  the  entire  portion  of  which  such  apportioned  parts 
shall  form  part,  shall  become  due  and  payable."  This  contemplates 
a  case  where  the  parly  who  has  to  pay  wiu  have  to  pay  for  the  whole 
period  to  some  one,  and  not  a  case  where  the  payment  entirely  ceases 
with  the  determination  of  the  interest  of  the  person  receiving  the 
apportionment,  and  where  the  entire  portion  of  which  this  forms  a  part 
never  does  become  due  or  payable.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
the  half-yearly  payment  in  question  remains  unapportionable,  as  at 
common  law. 

On  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count  of  the  declaration,  our  judg- 
ment will  be  for  the  plaintiff.  The  allegations  in  this  count  appear  to 
us  sufficient  to  show  that  after  the  revocation  he  was  entitied  to  the 
sum  of  of  1,000^  a  year,  payable  half-yearly.  We  think  that  the 
deed  makes  no  attempt  to  oust  courts  of  their  jurisdiction,  and  that 
the  numerous  cases  cited  on  this  subject  are  wholly  inapplicable. 
We  have  to  peruse  the  deed  executed  by  these  parties,  and  to  see 
what  was  the  real  contract  between  them.  If  the  defendant  had  power 
to  dismiss  the  plaintiff  upon  the  statement  that  he  had  adequate  and 
just  cause,  throwing  upon  the  plaintiff^  after  the  dismissal,  the  bur- 
then of  appealing  to  Colonel  Wildman,  the  second  count  of  the 
declaration  would  be  bad ;  but  we  think  that  the  defendant  had  no* 
power  of  dismissal,  without  giving  a  right  to  the  allowance  of  1,000^ 
a  year,  till  he  had  previously  ascertained  by  the  judgment  of  Colonel 
Wildman,  or  of  the  two  referees,  one  named  by  each  party,  or  of 
one  referee  named  by  himself,  that  he  had  adequate  and  just  cause 
to  revoke  the  appointment.  The  obtaining  of  this  judgment  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  reserved  power  of  revocation,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  1,000/1  a  year  was  to  become  due  if  there  was  a  revocation 
without  adequate  and  just  cause,  so  previously  ascertained.  It  ap- 
pears by  the  d^ed  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  practising  barrister,  who, 
in  consideration  of  this  lucrative  appointment,  covenanted  to  give  up 
practice  as  far  as  was  inconsistent  with  the  duties  he  undertook  as 
auditor,  and  to  give  up  practice  altogether  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant. It  was  of  great  importance  to  him  that  he  should  not  be 
capriciously  dismissed  from  his  auditorship.  Again,  the  defendant 
placed  the  plaintiff  in  a  situation  of  great  confidence  ;  and  very  in- 
convenient consequences  might  follow  to  the  defendant,  if  the  plain- 
tiff, from  caprice,  or  from  wishing  to  enter  into  some  still  more  pro- 
fitable employment,  should  without  adequate  and  just  cause  resign 
the  auditorship.  Both  parties  had  entire  confidence  in  Colonel  Wild- 
man,  and  the  agreement  between  them  was,  that  till  his  judgment  had 
been  obtained  that  there  was  adequate  and  just  cause  for  removal  or 
resignation,  the  one  party  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  remove,  nor  the 
other  to  resign ;  the  defendant  covenanting  that  if  he  be  removed  with- 
out such  judgment,  he  should  pay  the  plaintiff  1,000/.  a  year  during 
their  joint  lives.  K  such  was  the  agreen\ent,  the  demurrer  to  the  second 
count  cannot  hold,  for  the  plaintin  was  not  bound  to  show  that  he 
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had  obtained,  or  that  there  was  any  determination  in  the  mode  pre- 
scribed as  to  the  adequacy  or  justice  of  the  revocation,  or  that  it  had 
been  determined  that  the  revocation  was  without  adequate  or  just 
cause ;  nor  was  it  necessary  to  aver  that  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed 
for  the  defendant  or  for  the  plaintiff  to  have  obtained  such  deter- 
mination, or  to  allege  any  excuse  for  the  plaintiff  not  having  obtained 
it  The  revocation  having  taken  place  without  the  previous  deter- 
mination in  the  prescribed  form  of  the  existence  of  adequate  and  just 
cause,  the  annuity  of  1,000/.  became  payable,  and  the  arrear  claimed 
is  recoverable.  The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  ThwmeU 
V.  BaUnmie  was  on.  a  contract  of  a  totally  different  nature,  the  defend- 
ant having  agreed  to  purchase  goods  from  the  plaintiff,  the  price  of 
which  was  to  be  fixed  by  two  individuals  named  ;  and  it  was  very 
properly  held  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  liable  for  the  price  of 
the  goods  until  they  had  been  valued  by  both  valuers,  pursuant  to  the 
agreement,  at  least  without  an  averment  that  the  defendant  prevented 
the  valuation.  Worsley  v.  Wood  proves  that  if  there  be  a  condition 
precedent,  to  be  performed  by  the  plaintiff  before  he  has  a  right  of 
action,  his  declaration  must  aver  th^  performance  of  the  condition. 
Very  sound  doctrine  is  likewise  to  be  found  in  Clayton  v.  Kynaston^ 
respecting  a  proviso  which  goes  by  way  of  defeasance  of  a  covenant; 
but  it  has  no  tendency  to  show  that  upon  the  construction  of  this 
deed,  if  the  defendant  revoked  the  appointment  without  adequate 
and  just  cause  previously  determined  in  the  manner  described,  he 
would  not  be  liable  for  the  payment  sought  to  be  recovered.  On  the 
second  count,  therefore,  our  judgment  is  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant  on  the  first  count ;  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
second  count. 


November  9.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  having  given  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea  to  the  first  count, 
and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer  to  the  second  count,  a  writ  of 
error  was  brought  by  the  defendant,  and  argued  Nov.  9,  before  Jervis, 
C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Maule,  J.,  Piatt,  B.,  Talfourd,  J., 
and  Martin,  B..,  by 

A,  J.  E,  CockbumCy  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  (the  defendant  below) ; 
and 

Bovillej  contra. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  agreed,  upon  the  suggestion 
of  the  court,  that  the  plaintiff  should  waive  the  judgment  in  his  favor 
upon  the  second  count,  and  that  it  should  be  referred  to  an  umpire 
(already  named,  in  pursuance  of  the  deed)  to  determine  whether  the 
revocation  of  the  appointment  by  the  defendant  was  with  adequate 
and  just  cause  or  not 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  defendant 
upon  the  first  count  was  not  impeached  by  the  plaintiff. 
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Bastow  v.  Gant,  Admiiii8tratx}r,  &g.^ 

Hay  22,  1852. 

Bail — Mayor^s  Court  of  London  —  Removal  of  Cause  from — Foreign 

Attachment — Executor — Special  Bail. 

The  general  nile  that,  where  an  action  against  an  ezecator  is  remored  from  an  inferior  court, 
the  defendant  is  not  bound'  to  put  in  special  bail,  does  not  extend  to  the  case  of  an  inferior 
court,  where  a  custom  of  foreign  attacoment  exists,  which  can  only  be  dissolved  on  putting 
in  special  bail. 

This  was  an  action  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  brought  under  the 
following  circumstances :  —  A  debtor  of  the  plaintiff  (since  deceased) 
had  insured  his  life  in  an  insurance  office  in  the  city  of  London,  for 
400/.,  and  had  deposited  the  policy  with  the  Royal  British  Bank,  as  a 
security  for  advances  made  by  them  to  him.  At  his  death,  the  defend- 
ant, who  was  also  a  creditor,  took  out  letters  of  administration  to  his 
effects,  and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  this  action  against  him  in 
the  Lord  Mayor's  Court,  and  issued  a  foreign  attachment  against  the 
money  in  the  hands  of  the  insurance  company.  The  action  and  the 
foreign  attachment  were  afterwards  removed  by  certiorari  into  this 
court ;  the  return  being  filed  on  the  29th  of  April,  1852,  when  com- 
mon bail  was  filed  and  notice  given.  On  tiie  14th  of  May,  an  order 
was  made  at  chambers  by  Coleridge,  J.  that,  unless  the  defendant  put 
in  special  bail  in  six  days  next  after  notice  of  the  rule  should  be  given 
to  him,  a  procedendo  should  issue  for  the  plaintiff. 

Locke  now  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause 
why  this  order  should  not  be  discharged,  and  why  the  common  bail 
filed  by  the  defendant  should  not  be  deemed  sufficient*  This  being 
an  action  against  an  administrator,  it  does  not  fall  within  the  rule  sanc- 
tioned in  Day  v.  Paupierre^  13  Q.  B.  Rep.  802 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  8.)  Q.  B.  270,  that  special  bail  must  be  put  in  where  a  cause  is  re- 
moved by  certiorari  from  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Does  the  process  of  foreign  attachment 
apply  to  an  executor  or  administrator  ?] 

It  does  generally ;  but,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Lord  May- 
or's Court,  common  bail  only  is  required  in  such  a  case.  In  Ashley^ 
on  Foreign  Attachment^  p.  26,  under  the  head  of  "  Property  Attacha- 
ble," is  mentioned  —  "  Goods  or  money  belonging  or  due  to  the  estate 
of  a  testator  or  intestate  in  an  action  against  the  executor  or  admin- 
istrator for  a  debt  due  by  the  deceased.  And  here  it  may  be  observed, 
the  reason  is  that,  although  an  action  of  debt  cannot,  by  the  law  of 
fhe  land,  be  brought  against  an  executor  or  administrator,  yet,  by  the 
custom  of  London,  it  may,  and  all  attachments  are  grounded  on  ac* 

1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  fN.  s.)  Q.  B.  877. 

3  A  summons  to  ^e  same  effect  had  been  taken  out  at  chambers,  but  £rle,  J., 
refused  to  make  any  order  upon  it 
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tions  of  debt.  But  the  custom  does  not  authorize  a  creditor  to  arrest 
either  an  executor  or  administrator;  therefore,  the  attachment,  which 
is  equivalent  to  an  arrest,  may  be  dissolved  by  common  bail." 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  that  be  the  rule,  the  process  is  quite 
illusory  against  the  executor. 

Erlb,  J.  It  was  said  at  chambers  that  the  statement  which  you 
have  read  was  to  be  found  in  no  other  book  treating  of  the  Mayor's 
Court,  and  that  the  practice,  as  it  existed  there,  was  otherwise.  I 
thought  that  if  an  executor  could  not  appear  effectively  in  the  court 
below,  without  putting  in  special  bail,  that  he  ought  to  do  so  here 
also.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  if  he  could  appear  there  with- 
out putting  in  special  bail,  he  could  do  so  here«] 

The  same  rule  is  to  be  found  in  Bdc.  Abr.  ^*  £xecutors  and  Admi- 
nistrators,"  P,  pL  5.  *'  Executors  and  administrators  are  not  to  be  holden 
to  special  bail ;  for  the  demand  is  not  on  the  persons,  but  on  the  assets 
of  the  deceased ;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  subject  their  per* 
sons  to  an  execution  for  the  debt  of  another;"  and  in  the  margin  is 
added,  <*  so  though  the  cause  is  removed  from  an  inferior  court  to  a 
superior ;  for  this  would  encourage  plaintiffs  to  commence  their  ac- 
tions against  executors  in  such  inferior  courts."  Paffe  v.  Price^  1  Salk. 
98,  where  Lord  Holt  ssdd,  that  executors  are  not  bound  to  find  special 
bail  where  a  cause  is  removed  from  an  inferior  court. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  That  does  not  apply  to  an  inferior  court, 
where  there  is  a  custom  of  foreign  attachment!] 

By  a  rule  of  this  court,  Hil.  Term,  2  Jac.  2.  (1686),  "  it  is  ordered 
that  every  defendant,  not  being  an  executor  or  administrator,  who 
shall  sue  out  any  writ  of  habeas  corpus^  to  remove  any  suit  out  of  any 
inferior  court,  shall  put  in  special  bail  in  all  actions  whatever  (actions 
for  scandalous  words  and  small  assaults  only  excepted),  unless  one  of 
the  justices  of  this  court  shall  otherwise  order." 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  my  bro* 
ther  Coleridge  was  quite  right.  There  is,  no  doubt,  a  general  rule 
that  executors  or  administrators  cannot  be  compelled  to  put  in  special 
bail  if  a  cause  is  removed  from  an  inferior  court  But  the  question 
is,  whether  there  is  not  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  the  cases  where  a 
custom  of  foreign  attachment  exists  in  the  inferior  court.  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  custom  of  foreign  attachment  extends  to  actions  against 
executors,  and,  if  so,  they  must  be  pompelled  to  put  in  special  bail 
below,  for  if  the  attachment  could  be  dissolved  by  merely  putting  in 
common  bail,  the  process  would  become  wholly  illusory,  and  would 
confer  no  benefit  on  the  plaintiff.  We  ought,  therefore,  to  have  some 
authority  to  show  us  that  this  is  not  so.  What  is  relied  upon  in  Bo- 
con?8  Abridgment  only  shows  what  is  the  general  rule,  and  the  rule  of 
court  which  is  referred  to  does  not  affect  the  present  question.  All 
the  authority  which  remains,  therefore,  is  that  of  Ashley  on  Foreign 
Attachment^  who  states  that  to  be  the  practice,  which  is  not  supported 
by  what  takes  place  in  the  Lord  Mayor's  Court  at  the  present  day. 

Coleridge,  J.  concurred. 
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Erle,  J.  It  is  clear,  that  in  this  court,  without  saying  any  thing  as 
to  the  practice  of  the  Mayor's  Court,  when  a  cause  is  removed  firom 
thence  by  the  defendant,  special  bail  must  be  put  in ;  and  I  find  no 
authority  in  any  writer  throwing  any  doubt  on  that  rule  existing  in 
the  case  of  executors.  It  clearly  ought  to  apply  there  equally  with 
other  defendants,  for  if  an  executor  could  remove  the  cause  here  by 
merely  filing  common  bail,  he  would  be  enabled  to  defeat  the  attach- 
ment without  giving  any  security. 

CromptoNjJ.  It  ought  to  be  made  out  very  clearly  that  the  prac- 
tice is  as  is  suggested.  I  do  not  see  that  this  has  been  done.  None 
of  the  authorities,  except  the  book  of  practice,  apply  to  this  particular 
case,  and  that  book  does  not  appear  to  be  supported  by  any  other 
writer  or  authority. 

Rule  refused. 


Ez  parte  Phillips  &  another;  In  re  Clabburn.^ 

June  18,  1852. 

Insolvent  —  Rehearinff  Petition — Jurisdiction — 1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110, 

5.96  —  10  4-11  Vict.  c.  102. 

The  Court  for  the  Belief  of  Insolront  Debtors  has  no  jurisdiction  to  rehear  the  case  of  an 
insolrent  who  has  been  discharged  by  the  judge  of  a  county  court  under  the  10  &  11 
Vict  c.  102,  8.  2. 

Sembki  that  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  has  power  to  rehear  the  case. 

This  was  a  motion,  made  on  a  former  day  in  this  term,  on  behalf 
of  two  of  the  creditors  of  R.  G.  Clabburn,  an  insolvent  debtor,  for  a 
rule  nisi  for  a  mandamus  to  be  directed  to  the  court  for  the  relief  of 
insolvent  debtors,  commanding  the  said  court  to  proceed  to  hear  and 
determine  an  application  for  a  rehearing  of  the  said  insolvent.  The 
rule  was  moved  for  on  an  affidavit  stating  that  the  petition  had 
been  transmitted  from  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court  to  the  County 
Court  of  Norwich,  and  that  the  hearing  of  the  insolvent  came  on 
before  the  judge  of  that  county  court  on  the  16th  of  April,  1852, 
when  the  insolvent  was  adjudged  to  be  discharged ;  that  the  appli- 
cants, two  of  his  creditors,  being  of  opinion  that  this  adjudication 
had  been  improperly  made,  applied  to  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of  In- 
solvent Debtors  for  a  rule  or  order  upon  the  insolvent  to  show  cause 
why  he  should  not  attend,  and  the  said  matter  be  reheard  or  other- 
wise, as  the  said  court  should  direct ;  and  that  the  application  was 
refused,  without  going  into  the  merits,  on  the  ground  that  the  Insol- 
vent Debtors  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere  in  ordering  a  re- 
hearing. 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  b.)  Q.  B.  379 ;  16  Jar.  859. 
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J.  O.  Griffiis^  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  court  has  erroneously 
declined  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction.  The  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  IIQ,  s.  96, 
gives  power  to  the  Insolvent  Court  to  order  a  rehearing  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  any  creditor  of  an  insolvent.  By  the  10  &  11  Vict  c 
102,  s.  10,  the  circuits  of  the  insolvent  commissioners  are  abolished, 
and  country  petitions  are  to  be  referred  for  hearing  to  the  county  court 
of  the  district,  and  the  judge  of  such  county  court  is  to  have  all  the 
powers  theretofore  exercised  by  a  commissioner  on  circuit  This  act 
does  not  give  the  county  court  any  original  jurisdiction.  The  pro- 
ceedings after  the  hearing  must  be  retransmitted  to  the  Insolvent 
Debtors  Court.  A  commissioner  on  circuit  had  formerly  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  rehear  a  case.  In  re  Wjllcoz^  13  Q.  B.  Eep.  666 ;  s.  c.  18  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  244,  is  in  point  There  the  ori£;inal  adjudication 
had  been  made  by  a  commissioner  on  circuit,  and  since  that  time  the 
10  &;  11  Vict  c.  102,  had  passed,  abolishing  the  circuits  and  transfer- 
ring the  jurisdiction  to  the  county  court  An  application  by  the 
assignee  to  reexamine  the  insolvent  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  98. 
was  held  to  be  properly  made  to  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court,  in  Lon- 
don, and  not  to  the  judge  of  the  county  court,  and  a  rule  nisi  for  a 
mandamus  to  that  efiect  was  granted  by  the  courf,  after  time  taken 
to  consider,  and  no  cause  was  shown  against  the  rule.  If  this  appli- 
cation cannot  be  heard  by  the  Insolvent  Court,  the  creditors  will  be 
deprived  of  all  power  of  reviewing  the  decision,  as  the  record  is  in 
the  Insolvent  Court,  and  the  county  court  has  no  means  of  obtaining 
possession  of  it 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  court*  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.     Upon  a  motion  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
commissioners  of  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  to  hear 
an  application  for  an  order  for  the  rehearing  of  the  case  of  an  insol- 
vent under  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  96,  a  question  has  been  raised  whe- 
ther, in  respect  of  an  insolvent  heard  before  the  judge  of  a  county 
court,  and  discharged  by  him  under  10  &  11  Vict  c.  102,  s.  10,  the 
Court  for  the  Belief  of  Lisolvent  Debtors  has  jurisdiction  to  make  the 
order  applied  for;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  question  must  be 
answered  in  the  negative.     There  is  no  provision  expressly  giving  this 
power  to  the  court  of  the  commissioners  over  the  cases  heard  by  the 
judges  of  the  county  court,  and  the  provision  in  the  96th  section  of 
the  former  act  does  not  in  terms  or  in  principle  apply  to  these  cases. 
In  terms  it  does  not  apply  to  county  courts ;  and  in  principle,  although 
it  was  reasonable  to  vest  the  power  of  .deciding  ot  rehearing  in  a  tri- 
bunal of  which  all,  or  at  least  one  of  the  judges  had  presided  over 
the  former  hearing,  it  would  be  inconvenient  to  require  that  a  tribunal 
should  have  to  decide  whether  a  judge  has  been  deceived,  either  by 
false  evidence  or  otherwise,  without  having  power  of  communicating 
officially  with  that  judge  upon  a  matter  depending  chiefly  on  what 

^  LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Colebidgb,  J.,  Wighticak,  J.,  and  Ebls,  J. 
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passed  in  his  own  mind.  The  role  mnst  be  lefhsedy  unless  the  juris- 
diction^ exists  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court  It  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  that  the  jurisdiction  exists  in  any  other  tribunaL  We  forbear, 
therefore,  to  say  more  with  respect  to  the  power  of  the  county  coort 
judges  than  that  the  words  of  section  10,  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
them  to  hear  originally  appear  wide  enough  to  comprehend  a  power 
of  reh^ng;  and  we  find  no  words  restricting  their  power  within 
the  limits  of  the  powers  exercised  by  the  commissioners  upon  circuit 

BmUc  refused. 


BAIL  COURT. 

In  re  Gray.^ 

June  12, 1852. 

Affidavit  —  Before  wham  sworn — Attorney^  Commissioner. 

An  affidaTit  cannot  be  nsed  in  snpport  of  an  application  to  the  conrt,  if  it  be  sworn  before  a 
commissioner  uiho  is  acting  in  tne  matter  as  attomej  of  the  applicant,  though  ^ere  be  no 
action  pending,  and  no  attoinej  on  the  record. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  an  attorney  to  pay  over  a  sum  of 
money. 

The  affidavits  on  which  the  motion  was  granted  were  sworn  before 
a  commissioner  who  was  acting  in  the  matter  as  the  attorney  of  the 
party  on  whose  behalf  the  application  was  made. 

Maynard  showed  cause.  The  affidavits  cannot  be  used.  The  gen- 
eral rule  of  all  the  courts,  Reg.  Gen.  HiL  term,  2  WilL  4,  r.  1,  s.  6, 
and  the  old  mle  of  this  court,  Easter  term,  15  Geo.  2,  r.  11,  prohibits 
the  reading  of  affidavits  sworn  before  attorneys  of  the  parties.  2 
Arch.  Prac.  1216,  7th  ed 

PrideatiXj  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  affidavits  are  admissible. 
There  is  no  action  pending.  The  rule  of  court  applies  only  to  pro- 
hibiting the  attorney  on  the  record  in  the  action  from  acting  as  the 
commissioner.  It  has  no  reference  to  a  case  where  the  affidavits  are 
taken  previous  to  any  application  to  the  court,  and  where  there  is  no 
record  at  alL  Read  v.  Cooper j  5  Taunt  81,  is  in  point  There  is  no 
attorney  on  the  record  here.  He  referred  also  to  Doe  <L  Grant  v.  Boe, 
5  DowL  P.  C.  409. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  The  Master  reports  that  according  to  the  practice 
the  affidavits  cannot  be  read. 

Affidavit  rejected. 


1 21  Law  J.  Eep.  (k.  s.)  Q,  B.  380. 
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M'Kenzie  V.  The  Sligo  and  Shannon  Railway  Company/ 

June  18,  1852. 

^^  • 

Company  —  Winding-up  Acts  —  Incorporated  Railway  Company  — 
13  Sf  14  Vict,  c,  83,  s.  30  —  Retrospective  Effect  of —  Action  against 
Company — Order  for  Dissolution  and  Omission  to  prove  Debt^  nb 
Bar — Staying  Proceedings. 

The  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  108,  (which  came  into  operation  on  the  Ist  of  August,  1849),  hy  sec- 
tion 1,'enacts,  that  the  Joint-stock  Companies  Winding-up  Act,  1848  (11  &  12  Vict.  c.  45), 
shall  not  apply  to  railway  companies  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament  The  13  &  14 
Vict.  c.  83,  (passed  on  the  14th  of  August,  1850),  by  section  30,  provides,  that  notwith- 
standing the  provision  in  the  12  &  13  vict  c  108,  that  act,  as  well  as  the  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  45,  shall  apply  to  any  incorporated  railway  company,  in  respect  of  which  an  order  for 
winding  it  up  may  have  been  made  previous  to  the  passing  or  the  act  of  1849,  and  that 
the  proceedings  for  windiug  up  the  same  shall  proceed  and  be  carried  on  under  the  Wind- 
ing-up Acts  of  1848  and  1849,  or  either  of  them : — 

J9eitf,  that  this  clause  was  retrospective  in  its  operation,  and  rendered  valid  proceedings  for 
the  purpose  of  winding  up  an  incorporated  railway  company  taken  before  the  14th  of 
August,  1850. 

The  dissolution  of  a  company  b^  an  order  absolute  under  the  Joint-stock  Companies  Wind- 
ing-up'Act,  1848,  (II  &  12  Vict  c.  45),  is  no  bar  to  an  action  a^^ainst  the  company  by  a 
creditor.  Neither  can  the  omission  by  such  creditor  to  prove  his  debt  before  me  Master 
in  Chancery  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  such  an  action ;  the  appropriate  remedy  being  under 
section  73,  oy  an  application  to  a  judge  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  action  until  after  proof 
made. 

Assumpsit  upon  an  award,  by  which  the  defendants  were  directed 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  of  money.    Breach,  non-pay-  ' 
ment. 

There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.  The  action  ap- 
peared to  be  commenced  on  the  8th  of  March,  1850. 

Fourth  plea,  that  the  defendants,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  thence  and 
until  the  making  oi  the  order  absolute  for  dissolution  thereinafter 
mentioned,  were  a  trading  and  commercial  company,  namely  a  rail- 
way company,  incorporated  by  a  certain  act  of  parliament,  to  wit, 
&c.,  and  that  after  the  14th  of  August,  1848,  and  before  the  making 
of  the  said  order  absolute,  a  certain  petition  was  presented  to  the 
Court  of  *  Chancery  by  four  of  the  directors  of  the  said  company, 
alleging  that  the  plaintiff  had  commenced  an  action  against  them  for 
a  debt  due  to  him,  and  praying  thatthe  company  might  be  dissolved 
and  wound  up  under  the  provisions  of  the  Joint-stock  Companies 
Winding-up  Act,  1848;  that  the  said  court  considered  that  it  was  just 
and  equitable  that  the  said  company  should  be  so  dissolved  and 
wound  up ;  and  that  the  said  petition  was  afterwards,  and  before  the 
making  of  the  said  order,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  of  April,  1849,  adver- 
tised in  the  London  Gazette,  and  duly  served  at  the  office  of  the  com- 
pany upon  the  secretary,  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  15th  of 
August,  1849,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on 
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&c.,  by  a  certain  order  of  the  said  Court  of  Chancery  it  was  ordered 
that  the  said  company  should  be  dissolved  and  wound  up  under  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Joint-stock  Companies  Winding-up  Act,  and 
that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the 
said  company ;  and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  railway 
company  became  and  was  from  the  date  of  the  said  last-mentioned 
order  absolutely  and  wholly  dissolved.     Verification. 

The  fifth  plea  stated  as  in  the  fourth  plea ;  and  in  addition  alleged 
that  after  the  making  of  the  said  order  absolute,  to  wit,  on  the  24th 
of  May,  1849,  the  said  order  absolute  was  carried  in  before  the  said 
Master,  and  that  by  his  direction  advertisements  were  pijiblished  in 
two  successive  numbers  of  the  London  Gazette,  and  in  three  other 
newspapers,  by  which  notice  was  given  that  the  said  Master  would  at 
a  day,  hour,  and  place  therein  mentioned,  being  a  day  within  fourteen 
days  from  the  day  of  the  publication  of  the  first  of  the  said  advertise- 
ments, to  wit,  on  &c.,  appoint  an  oiEficial  manager  of  the  said  com- 
pany under  the  said  Joint-stock  Companies  Winding-up  Act;  and 
that  afterwards,  and  within  fourteen  days  from  the  day  of  the  publi- 
cation of  the  said  first  of  the  said  advertisements,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  the  said  Master  appointed  one  E.  C.  official 
manager  of  the  said  company,  who  then  accepted  the  said  appoint- 
ment, and  became  and  was  and  still  is  the  official  manager  of  the 
said  company,  and  that  since  the  appointment  of  the  said  official  man 
ager  no  permission  whatever  had  been  given  by  the  said  Master  to  the 
plaintiff  to  commence  or  proceed  with  the  present  action,  or  any  action 
whatever  against  the  defendants,  or  against  any  other  person  repre- 
senting the  said  company,  and  that  no  proof  of  the  plaintiff's  debt 
has  at  any  time  been  made  before  the  said  Master  or  otherwise. 
Verification. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Raymond^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.^  The  fourth  plea  shows 
merely  that  an  order  absolute  was  made  for  dissolving  the  railway 
company,  under  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  45.  In  order  to  make  this  a  good 
bar  to  the  action,  the  defendants  must  show  that  it  is  a  complete  dis- 
charge of  the  debt.  But  the  efl'ect  of  such  an  order  is  not  to  get  rid 
of  all  the  liabilities  of  the  company,  and  to  prevent  them  being  after- 
wards sued  at  law  for  their  debts.  This  is  evident  from  the  provisions 
in  sections  50,  52,  and  53,  for  suing  the  official  manager,  or  substitut- 
ing him  as  defendant  in  the  plate  of  the  company  in  all  actions  and 
suits  pending  against  them.  This  recognizes  the  right  to  continue  or 
commence  actions,  and  shows  that  the  order  is  no  discharge  of  the 
liability.  Section  58  enacts,  that  the  order  shall  not  enlarge  or  dimin- 
ish, or  in  anywise  affect  the  rights  or  remedies  of  creditors,  except  as 
expressly  provided ;  and  turning  to  section  73,  we  find  a  mode  pro- 
vided by  which  proceedings  improperly  taken  may  be  stayed,  but 


1  June  1;  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  J.,  and  Erle,  J.    Cromp- 
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there  is  no  enactment  that  the  action  is  to  be  finally  put  an  end  to,  as 
it  must  be  if  this  be  a  good  plea  in  bar. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  defendants  will  rely  on  the  words  of  sec- 
tion 16.1 

It  still  comes  to  the  same  question,  whether  "  absolutely  dissolved  " 
has  so  extensive  a  meaning  as  to  get  rid  of  all  previous  liabilities. 
The  clauses  before  referred  to  show  that  such  a  construction  is  not 
correct. 

[Coleridge,  J.  Does  it  not  mean  dissolved  so  far  as  regards  the 
power  of  suing  or  being  sued?] 

That  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  for  actions  being 
afterwards  carried  on. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  You  say  it  is  a  dissolution  only  as  to  future 
transactions  ?] 

That  must  be  so.  Then,  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  which  is  to  the  same 
effect  as  the  fourth,  except  that  it  states  the  appointment  of  an  offi- 
cial manager,  and  that  there  has  been  no  proof  exhibited  of  the  debt, 
and  no  permission  given  by  the  Master  to  sue  the  company.  This 
plea  is  framed  on  section  73  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  45,  which  does 
not  provide  a  bar  to  the  action,  but  only  a  stay  of  proceedings.  But 
that  act  did  not,  when  this  action  was  commenced,  apply  to  railway 
companies  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament.  Section  1  refers  to 
companies  within  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  Ill,  which  does  not  include  rail- 
way companies  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament.  All  doubt  which 
existed  on  this  subject  is  removed  by  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  108,  sec- 
tion 1  of  which  expressly  defines  the  companies  to  which  the  former  act 
is  to  be  applicable,  and  it  excludes  "  railway  companies  incorporated 
by  act  of  parliament,  to  which  companies  such  act  shall  not  apply." 
This  statute,  by  section  38,  is  to  be  construed  as  part  of  the  11  & 
12  Vict.  c.  45,  and  it  is,  therefore,  plain  that  any  proceedings  which 
might  have  been  taken  after  the  1st  of  August,  1849,  would  have 
been  void. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  defendants  rely  on  the  13  &  14  Vict 
c.  83,  and  they  say  that  whether  the  former  proceedings  were  right  or 
wrong  they  may  now  go  on.] 

That  act,  by  section  30,  provides,  that  notwithstanding  the  pro- 
vision in  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  108,  that  act,  as  well  as  the  11  &  12 
Vict.  c.  45,  shall  apply  to  any  incorporated  railway  company  in  re- 
spect of  which  an  order  for  winding  up  may  have  been  made  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  1849,  and 
that  the  proceedings  for  winding  up  the  same  shall  proceed  and  be 
carried  on  under  the  Winding-up  Acts  of  1848  and  1849,  or  either  of 
th^m.  But  this  is  only  prospective  so  as  to  render  valid  proceedings 
taken  after  the  14th  of  August,  1850,  when  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  83 
passed ;  but  it  cannot  have  the  retrospective  effect  of  validating  by- 
gone proceedings  which  were  without  authority.  The  state  of  the 
law  at  the  time  when  an  action  is  commenced  must  regulate  the 
proceedings  throughout;  and  here,  as.no  permission  to  sue  could 
have  been  properly  obtained,  and  no  proof  properly  made  when  this 
action  was  commenced,  the  court  wiU  not  hold  that  the  plaintiff*  is 
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thus  retrospectively  deprived  of  his  right  of  suing  at  common  law. 
Such  a  retrospective  effect  has  never  been  given  to  a  statute.  In 
Edwards  v.  Sherren^  11  Mee.  &  W.  595 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  {n.  s.) 
Exch.  441,  it  was  held,  that  the  5  &  6  Vict  c.  122,  s.  24,  rendering 
the  Gazette  in  certain  cases  conclusive  evidence  of  the  bankruptcy, 
did  not  apply  to  adjudications  made  before  the  passing  of  that  act. 
So,  in  Hitchcock  v.  Wiiy,  6  Ad.  &  E.  943 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
K.  B.  215,  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  41,  was  held  not  to  affect  an  action 
at  issue  before  it  passed,  but  tried  afterwards.     In  Moon  v.  Durden, 

2  Exch.  Rep.  22,  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that 
the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  100,  which  prohibits  any  suit  being  brought  or 
maintained  upon  a  wager,  had  not  a  retrospective  effect  so  as  to  de- 
feat such  an  action  commenced  before  the  statute  passed.  And  in 
Marsh  v.  Hi^gins^  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  297,  the  Bankrupt 
Law  Consolidation  Act  was  held  not  retrospective  so  as  to  deprive  a 
creditor  of  his  right  to  an  action  commenced  before  that  act  came 
into  operation. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  .  In  those  last  two  cases  it  is  admitted  that 
such  a  retrospective  operation  may  be  expressly  given  by  the  legisla- 
ture. Here  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  83  is  retrospective  both  in  terms  and 
in  its  scope,  and  the  only  reasonable  construction  of  the  words  of 
section  30  is  to  give  validity  to  all  proceedings  before  taken.] 

It  only  has  the  effect  of  allowing  such  proceedings  to  be  taken  in 
future  ;  and  it  probably  would  now  give  a  right  to  stay  the  proceed- 
ings, but  there  is  no  bar  to  the  action. 

Wordsworth^  contra.  These  proceedings  were  valid.  The  11  & 
12  Vict  c.  45,  recites  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  Ill,  and  applies  to  the  same 
companies,  including  railway  companies.  Ex  parte  Barber^  1  Mac. 
&  G.  176 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc.  242. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  We  need  not  give  any  opinion  on  the  11 
&  12  Vict  c.  45,  if  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  83  has  given  validity  to  pre- 
vious  proceedings  in  respect  pi  such  companies.] 

Then,  as  to  the  fifth  plea.  It  is  intended  to  raise  a  defence  in 
accordance  with  the  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  MaC" 
gregor  v.  Keily^  4  Exch.  Rep.  801 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch. 
126,  and  Prescott  v.  Hadow,  5  Exch.  Rep.  726 ;  s.  c.  1  Eng.  Rep.  487. 
It  is  not  contended  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  is  entirely  gone, 
but  that  he  must  go  before  the  Master  and  offer  proof  of  his  debt,  or 
obtain  permission  to  sue  before  he  can  bring  his  action.  The  judg- 
ment of  Parke,  B.,  in  Thompson  v.  The  Universal  Salvage  Company, 

3  Exch.  Rep.  310 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  242,  is  in  point 
[Lord  Campbell,   C.  J.     There  are  repeated  instances   of  such 

actions  being  stayed ;  and  the  question  is,  whether,  if  an  action  is 
prosecuted  against  the  express  words  of  a  statute,  that  may  not  be 
pleaded  as  a  defence.] 

Raymond^  in  reply.  The  specific  mode  of  putting  a  stop  to  the 
action,  which  is  provided  by  section  73,  must  be  resorted  to.  If  a 
plea  in  bar  could  be  supported,  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  plain- 
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tiff  to  proceed  even  after  having  proved  his  debt  But  no  answer 
has  been  given  to  the  argument,  that  proceedings  taken  in  the  inter- 
val between  the  two  acts  were  valid. 

[Per  Ouriant.  We  must  take  it  that  the  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  83  makes 
.the  order  and  subsequent  proceedings  valid.  As  to  the  other  point. 
i^e  will  take  time  to  consider.] 

Cur.  adv,  vuU. 

Judgment  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  .1.  In  this  case,  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  fourth 
plea  in  bar  of  the  action,  the  question  has  been  raised  whether  the 
dissolution  of  the  company  under  the  Joint-stock  Companies  Wind- 
ing-up Act,  11  &  12  Vict  c.  45,  was  a  bar  to  the  action,  and  upon 
the  demurrer  to  the  fifth  plea,  the  question  is  raised  under  section  73 
of  the  same  act,  whether  the  omission  to  prove  the  claim  before  the 
Master  was  a  bar.  We  are  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  on  these  demurrers,  the  pleas  being  bad.  There 
is  no  provision  in  the  statute  taking  away  the  common  law  remedies 
for  a  debt  upon  a  dissolution  under  the  statute  ;  on  the  contrary,  by 
section  58  it  is  enacted,  that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  alter  or  affect 
the  rights  or  remedies  of  creditors.  And  with  respect  to  prohibiting 
any  action,  after  an  order  for  dissolution,  until  proof  before  the  Mas- 
ter, under  section  73,  it  is  clear  that  no  bar  to  the  action  is  created, 
but  a  suspension  until  proof  made  or  exhibited,  after  which  the  credi- 
tor is  at  liberty  to  proceed  with  the  action,  as  was  decided  in  PreS" 
coti  V.  Hadow.  As  the  73d  section  provides  an  appropriate  remedy 
for  suspension  of  the  action  until  after  proof,  by  appli<^at)on  for  an 
order  to  stay  proceedings,  full  efiect  is  given  to  all  parts  of  the  sec- 
tion by  holding  that  the  action  may  be  stayed  by  a  judge's  order 
until  after  proof,  but  is  not  barred  altogether. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Wilson  v.  Eden.^ 

May  4,  1852. 

Devise  —  Leaseholds — General  Devise — 1  Fid.  c.  26,  5.  26  —  Inten^ 

tion. 

A  testator  br  his  will,  made  in  1815,  gare  **aU  the  rest,  residue,  &c.,  of  his  personal  estate, 
goods  and  chattels,  &c.,"  to  M.  J.  D.  absolutely;  and  he  farther  devised  "all  and  singular 
his  manors  or  lordships,  rectories,  advowsoas,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  tithes,  and 
hereditaments,  situate,  &c  ,  at  or  near  W.,  in  the  county  of  D.,  and  B.,  in  the  county  of 
Y.,  and  all  other  his  real  estates  in  the  said  counties  and  elsewhere,  and  all  his  estate  and 
interest  therein,"  to  uses  in  strict  settlement.  In  1841  the  testator  made  a  codicil  ratifying 
and  confirming  his  will.    At  the  time  of  his  making  his  will  and  of  his  decease,  the  testa^ 

>  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Q.  B.  885 ;  16  Jup.  1017. 
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tor  was  possessed  of  freehold  estates  in  the  county  of  D.,  and  of  some  chnrch  leases  in  the 
same  county,  which  were  usually  renewable  every  seven  years ;  iu  some  instances  the 
leaseholds  were  let  and  occupied,  with  the  freeholds,  at  undivided  yearly  rents.  Upon  part 
of  the  leaseholds,  nearest  to  the  freehold  mansion,  ornamental  cottages  were  built,  as  well 
as  buildings  occupied  by  persons  employed  about  the  mansion  and  freehold  estate. 

Biddf  that,  under  the  1  Vict.  c.  26,  s.  26,  the  leaseholds  passed  under  this  general  devise,  and 
that  no  contrary  intention  appeared  upon  the  will  so  as  to  prevent  the  operation  of  that 
section. 

This  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls.  A  case  in  precisely  the  same  terms  had  been  previously 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  will  be  found 
set  out  at  length  in  Wilson  v.  Eden^  5  Exch.  Rep.  752 ;  s.  c.  2  Eng. 
Rep.  345.     It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to  repeat  it  here. 

The  present  case  was  now  argued,  by 

jP.  Kelly  (Solicitor  General),  for  the  plaintiff. 

Malins,  who  appeared  for  the  defendant,  was  not  called  upon  by 
the  court 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  have  read'  over  the  will  mdst  atten- 
tively, as  well  as  the  judgment  of  Lord  Langdale  and  that  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  and  I  have  listened  to  the  able  argument  of  the 
Solicitor  General ;  but  as  we  entertain  no  doubt  at  all  upon  the  just 
construction  of  the  will,  it  is  not  necessary  to  call  upon  the  opposite 
counsel  to  argue.  I  concur  entirely  in  the  conclusion  and  the  reasons 
contained  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  give  any  opinion  as  to  how  we  should  have  decided  this 
case  prior  to  the  Wills  Act ;  but  I  entertain  no  doubt  at  all,  with 
most  sincere  respect  for  Lord  Langdale's  judgment,  that  this  does 
come  within  the  26th  section  of  that  act,  which  enacts,  "  that  a  de- 
vise of  the  land  of  the  testator,  or  of  the  land  of  the  testator  in  any 
place,  or  in  the  occupation  of  any  person  mentioned  in  his  will,  or 
otherwise  described  in  a  general  manner,  and  any  other  general  devise 
which  would  describe  a  customary  copyhold  or  leasehold  estate,  if 
the  said  testator  had  no  freehold  estate  which  could  be  described  by 
it,  shall  be  construed  to  include  the  customary  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold estates  of  the  testator,  or  his  customary  copyhold  and  leasehold 
estates,  or  any  of  them,  to  which  such  description  shall  extend,  as  the 
case  may  be,  as  well  as  freehold  estates,  uidess  a  contrary  intention 
shall  appear  by  the  will."  Now  here  we  have,  as  it  seems  to  me,  a 
devise  of  the  land  of  the  testator  in  a  place  most  distinctly  set  out 
He  devises,  "  All  my  manors  or  lordships,  rectories,  advowsons,  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  tithes,  and  hereditaments  situate,  lying, 
arising,  and  being  at  or  near  Windlestone,  West  Auckland,  St  He- 
len's Auckland,  and  Bishop's  Auckland,  in  the  county  of  Durham  or 
in  the  city  of  Durham,  and  Brignall,  in  the  county  of  York,  and  a 
parcel  of  land  purchased  by  me  of  the  late  Mrs.  Mary  Lambton,  at 
Romanby,  near  Northallerton,  in  the  North  Riding  of  the  county  of 
York."  It  is  admitted  by  the  Solicitor  General  that  if  the  devise  had 
stopped  here,  it  clearly  would  have  come  within  the  26th  section  of 
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"the  Wills  Act ;  but  it  is  said  that  it  is  taken  out  of  that  section  by 
the  words  which  follow,  "  an3  all  other  ray  real  estates  in  the  said 
counties  of  Durham  and  York,  and  elsewhere  in  Great  Britain,  and 
all  my  estate  and  interest  therein."  Why  are  those  words,  which  are 
admitted  to  have  been  a  devise  of  the  lands  of  the  testator  and  of 
the  lands  of  the  testator  occupied  in  a  particular  place,  not  still  the 
same  ?  I  cannot  understand  why  they  are  not  so,  because  of  the 
use  of  these  latter  words.  K  that  be  so,  this  codicil,  having  been 
executed  subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  Wills  Act,  is  to  be  regu- 
lated by  it,  and  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall  appear  by  the  will, 
the  leasehold  estates  are  to  pass  just  as  much  as  if  they  were  specifi- 
cally there  mentioned.  That  brings  us  to  the  question  whether  there 
be  any  contrary  intention.  Now,  what  I  understand  to  be  the  prin- 
ciple of  construction  is  this  ;  you  are  not,  in  construing  the  will,  to 
look  to  any  technicalities  to  get  at  a  contrary  intention ;  but  you 
are  to  find  what  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  as  appears,  by  the 
language  used  in  the  will,  taking  into  consideration  all  the  facts  which 
are  to  be  considered  when  the  will  is  to  be  construed.  If,  in  this  way 
of  looking  at  it,  there  appears  to  have  been  a  contrary  intention,  then 
the  devise  will  remain  as  it  was  before  the  Wills  Act  passed ;  but 
unless  a  contrary  intention  appears  upon  the  will  (and  the  onus  of 
showing  this  is  thrown  upon  those  who  say  that  the  leaseholds  did 
not  pass),  then  the  leaseholds  do  pass.  The  case  is  quite  different,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  from  what  it  was  before  the  Wills  Act  passed,  be- 
cause the  former  decisions  depend  upon  the  technical  rule,  that  lease- 
holds would  not  pass  under  a  general  devise  of  lands,  unless  there 
were  some  clear  manifest  acknowledged  peculiarity  in  the  will  by 
which  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  clearly  manifested ;  and 
accordingly  in  those  cases  we  hear  judges  saying,  with  regard  to  the 
testator,  *^  Si  voluU  non  dixit  ;^^  but  we  must  now  see  that  he  did  not, 
in  his  own  mind,  according  to  the  language  he  has  used,  intend  that 
the  leaseholds  should  pass  by  this  devise.  I  must  say  I  entertain  no 
doubt  whatever  upon  the  facts  here  stated,  that  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  testator  that  the  church  leases  should  pass  as  well  as  the  free- 
hold estates.  It  was  always  treated  as  one  estate,  and  it  was  thereaf- 
ter to  be  treated  as  one  estate,  and  there  is  no  incompatibility  at  all 
in  its  being  so  treated,  when  we  know,  with  regard  to  the  church 
property,  that  as  it  had  long  been  in  the  possession  of  a  particular 
family,  it  was  considered  as  belonging  to  the  family,  the  church 
having  a  right  to  the  periodical  payments  till  the  lease  was  renewed. 
It  is  treated  as  part  of  the  property  of  the  family.  Now,  here  the 
Solicitor  General  has  pointed  out  the  great  inconvenience  that  would 
arise  from  the  first  tenant  in  tail  taking  the  absolute  interest  in  the 
leaseholds ;  but  substantially  he  would  take  the  same  interest  in  the 
freeholds,  because  he  would  only  have  to  execute  a  disentailing  deed, 
and  then  he  would  have  an  absolute  interest  in  the  freeholds  as  well 
as  the  leaseholds,  and  he  might  re-settle  the  whole  anew.  I  have  not 
beard  any  sufficient  reason  to  make  me  doubt  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  that  the  church  leases  should  pass  along  with  the 
freeholds,  and  that  they  should  still  continue  to  be  treated  as  part  of 
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the  family  estate.  Therefore,  nothing  appearing  to  show  a  contrary 
intention,  and  this  coming,  as  it  seems  to  me,  clearly  within  the  26th 
section  of  the  Wills  Act,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  leaseholds  and  the 
fireeholds  will  both  pass  together  accordingly. 

Erle,  J.  I  have  also  considered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  and  am  perfectly  satisfied  therewith.  It  appears  to  my 
mind  clear  that  the  words  of  this  devise  are  within  the  operation  of 
the  26th  section  of  the  1  Vict  c  36.  They  are  capable  of  passing 
chattels  real,  if  there  had  been  no  freeholds  to  supply  the  terms  of 
the  devise.  Then  the  church  leases  held  under  the  church  of  Dur- 
ham, being  capable  of  passing  under  this  devise,  the  question  arises 
whether,  upon  the  statement  now  made  to  us,  the  intention  of  the 
testator  that  they  should  not  pass  is  made  to  appear,  and  I  cannot 
find  any  such  intention  ;  but,  on  the  contrary^  looking  at  the  matters 
which  1  may  take  into  my  mind  with  the  words  of  the  will,  I  believe 
that  the  intention  that  they  should  pass  existed.  In  construing  the 
words  of  the  will  I  have  a  right  to  look  to  the  nature  or  the  property, 
and  the  circumstances  of  the  estate  at  the  time  when  that  will  was 
made.  Looking,  therefore,  to  the  nature  of  these  chattels  real,  that 
they  are  renewable  leases,  granted  by  a  permament  body,  —  the  pro- 
perty evidently  being  considered  as  permament  as  a  fee — looking, 
too,  at  the  contiguity  of  the  church  lands  to  the  freehold  lands ; 
looking  at  the  unity  of  occupation  (if  I  may  use  that  expression), 
that  part  of  the  church  lands  was  let  together  with  the  freehold  lands 
at  one  rent,  and  that  a  part  of  the  church  lands  was  used  for  the 
ornamenting  the  mansion,  which  stood  upon  the  freehold  land,  and 
that  another  part  of  the  church  lands  was  occupied  by  some  of  the 
retainers  employed  about  the  mansion  on  the  freehold  lands,  it  carries 
to  my  mind  the  conviction  that  the  church  lands  and  the  freehold 
lands  were  in  a  manner  looked  upon  as  one  estate ;  that  there  was 
an  unity  of  estates  in  the  mind  of  the  testator,  and  that  he  intended 
so  to  pass  them.  On  the  other  side  there  is,  in  the  language  of  the 
will,  that  which  is  not  applicable  to  the  subject  of  the  devise  thus 
construed,  namely,  a  strict  settlement  of  the  real  estate.  That  strict 
settlement,  technically,  would  be  very  inaccurate  in  regard  to  lease- 
hold property.  It  is  argued,  that  the  person  who  drew  this  will  must 
have  been  perfectly  well  aware  that  leasehold  property  would  be 
classed  in  law  under  personalty,  and  that  the  freehold  property  would 
be  classed  in  law  under  real  estate,  and  it  is,  therefore,  assumed  that 
he  must  have  intended  that  the  leasehold  property  should  pass  under 
the  description  of  personalty ;  but  it  seems  to  me,  at  the  time  when 
you  import  into  the  construction  of  a  will  the  supposed  legal  knowledge 
of  the  framer  of  that  will,  as  contradistinguished  from  the  testator's 
legal  knowledge,  that  you  ought  to  take  two  other  propositions  into 
consideration,  namely,  whether  the  testator  adopted  the  knowledge  that 
leaseholds  would  be  held  to  pass  as  personalty,  and  also  knew  that  these 
very  lands  were,  on  the  understanding  of  both  of  them,  leaseholds.  It 
appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  possible  that  the  framer  of  the  will 
might  have  known  no  distinction  between  the  title  to  the  lands  in 
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Merrington,  and  the  title  to  the  adjoining  lands  in  the  other  town- 
ships ;  and  that,  although,  if  he  had  been  informed  of  it,  be  would 
have  made  provision  in  respect  of  the  leaseholds,  yet  that,  not  being 
informed  of  it,  he  has  drawn  the  will  in  this  way.  I  do  not  think 
that  the  supposed  inference,  from  the  legal  knowledge  of  the  framcr 
of  the  will,  at  all  countervails  the  other  facts  I  have  adverted  to,  which 
would  operate  upon  the  mind  of  sin  ordinary  testator ;  and,  to  my 
mind,  they  strongly  countervail  all  those  arguments  of  technical  con- 
struction which  are  put  against  that  which  really  bears  upon  my 
mind  when  I  am  to  decide  what  was  the  intention  of  the  testator. 
For  the  reasons  I  have  given,  I  think  the  words  are  capable  of  pass- 
ing these  leases,  and  that  a  contrary  intention  of  the  testator  is  not 
made  to  appear. 

Crompton,  J.  I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  The  real  question 
in  the  case  is,  whether  it  is  made  out  by  the  party  on  whom  the  bur- 
then is  thrown  by  the  statute,  that  there  is  an  intention  appearing  in 
the  will  that  the  leases  were  not  intended  to  pass  by  this  devise. 
That  burthen  is  thrown  upon  the  next  of  kin,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
he  makes  it  out.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  at  all  necessary  to  go  into 
the  question  how  it  would  have  been  before  the  statute.  No  doubt 
the  mode  of  limitation,  and  other  matters,  might  have  been  strong 
arguments  before  the  statute,  that  the  leasehold  estates  would  not 
have  passed.  But  the  burthen  is  now  shifted ;  and,  in  my  mind,  the 
probability  is  that  they  were  intended  to  pass  by  the  devise.  From 
the  way  in  which  the  lands  are  mixed  up  for  the  convenience  of  the 
owners  of  both  the  freeholds  .and  the  leaseholds,  and  it  not  being 
likely  that  the  testator  would  have  meant  to  split  both  properties  by 
dividing  it,  I  cannot  say  that  a  contrary  intention  is  made  out  to  my 
satisfaction ;  and  that  being  so,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer was  right,  and  6ur  certificate  should  be  in  accordance  with 
that  sent  by  that  court. 

A  certificate  to  the  above  effect  was  afterwards  sent. 


Barnes  v.  Marshall.^ 

Jnne  11,  1852. 

County  Court  —  Jurisdiction — Contract  with  Carrier — When  Cause 

of  Action  arises  —  Prohibition, 

A  carrier  and  wharfinger,  residing  at  Swindon,  in  Wiltshire,  agreed  in  writing  with  M.,  who 
resided  in  Surrey,  to  bai^  timber  from  Swindon  Wharf  to  London,  at  any  wharf  there, 
at  16«.  per  ton,  to  include  all  charges  except  wharfage.    It  was  necessary  to  haul  the  tim- 
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ber  from  the  place  where  it  la3r  to  be  loaded  on  board  the  barges,  and  at  times  when  the 
horses  of  M.  were  not  on  the  spot,  the  carrier  provided  horses,  and  hanled  the  timber.  A 
plaint  was  afterwards  brought  in  the  county  court  for  the  district  of  Swindon  against  M. 
for  50/.,  the  balance  of  account  claimed  by  the  carrier,  including  two  items,  amounting  to 
1/.  16«.,  for  hauling :  — 

SeUly  that  the  hauling  of  the  timber  and  the  carriage  of  it  to  London  constituted  but  one 
cause  of  action;  and,  that  as  such  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  until  the  delivery  of  the 
timber  in  London,  the  judge  of  the  Swindon  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  try  the 
plaint  under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  60. 

In  this  case  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  for  a  prohibition  to  the 
judge  of  the  county  court  of  Wilts,  within  the  district  of  Swindon, 
to  stay  further  proceedings  in  the  plaint,  on  the  ground  that  the  cause 
of  action  had  not  arisen  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  The 
affidavits  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  carrier  and  wharfinger 
residing  at  Swindon,  and  the  defendant  resided  in  Surrey.  That 
the  action  was  brought  for  the  carriage  of  timber  from  Swindon  by 
canal  to  London,  under  the  following  contract  in  writing: — "Me- 
morandum. I  hereby  agree  to  barge  Mr.  Marshall's  timber  from 
Swindon  wharf  to  London,  at  any  wharf  there,  at  16s,  per  ton,  string 
measure,  to  include  all  charges,  except  wharfage."  Before  the  tim- 
ber was  put  on  board  the  plaintiff's  barge,  it  was  lying  in  a  field  on 
one  side  of  the  canal,  at  a  short  distance  from  the  bank,  and  it  was 
necessary  to  haul  it  to  the  other  side,  where  there  was  a  crane  for 
loading  it  into  the  barge.  When  the  defendant's  horses  were  on  the 
spot,  the  timber  was  hauled  by  them  to  the  plaintiff's  wharf,  and  at 
other  times  the  plaintiff  pijovided  a  team  for  hauling  it  from  the  field. 
The  whole  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  50i,  being  the  balance  after 
giving  credit  for  payments  made  by  .the  defendant;  and  two  of  the 
items  in  the  plaintiff's  demand,  amounting  to  11.  16^.,  were  for 
hauling. 

Hodges  showed  cause.  By  sect.  60,  of  the  stat  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95, 
"  a  summons  may  issue  in  any  district  in  which  the  defendant,  or  one 
of  the  defendants,  shall  dwell  or  carry  on  his  business  at  the  time  of 
the  action  brought,  or,  by  leave  of  the  court  for  the  district  in  which  the 
defendant,  or  one  of  the  defendants,  shall  have  dwelt  or  carried  on  his 
business,  at  some  time  within  six  calendar  months  next  before  the 
time  of  the  action  brought,  or  in  which  the  cause  of  action  arose, 
such  summons  may  issue  in  either  of  such  last-mentioned  courts." 
The  money  for  the  carriage  was  earned  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  court  of  Swindon.  The  plaintiff,  being  a  carrier  by  canal, 
and  wharfinger,  is  a  common  carrier;  Having  v.  Toddy  1  Stark.  72; 
and  at  common  law  a  carrier  is  entitled  to  be  paid  for  the  carriage 
of  goods  as  soon  as  they  are  delivered  to\  him  to  be  carried.  Pick* 
ford  V.  The  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company y  8  Mee.  &  W.  372; 
8.  c.  10  Law.  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch,  342 ;  Wyld  v.  Pickfordy  8  Mee.  & 
W.  443 ;  s.  c.  10  Law.  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  382. 

[Crompton,  J.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  did  not  say  in  that  case 
that  the  carrier  could  sue  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods  before  he  had 
carried  them. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.     When  did  the  cause  of  action  arise  ?] 
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At  the  moment  of  the  plaintiff's  receiving  the  timber  into  his 
barge  at  Swindon. 

[Lord  Campbell,  X3.  J.  A  carrier  is  not  bound  to  take  goods  with- 
out payment  of  his  hire  or  reward  for  carrying  them.  Sometimes,  by 
special  contract,  freight  is  paid  at  the  port  of  shipment,  and  then,  if 
the  goods  are  lost,  the  freight  is  not  to  be  repaid ;  but  a  special  con- 
tract must  be  shown  to  entitle  a  carrier  after  he  has  received  goods,  to 
bring  an  action  for  the  price  of  their  carriage  before  he  has  delivered 
them.     What  would  be  the  form  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  ?] 

The  declaration  would  state  that  the  goods  were  received  by  the 
plaintiff  as  carrier,  and  that  no  contract  was  made  by  which  he  was 
deprived  of  his  common  law  right  to  demand  his  hire  or  reward. 
Secondly,  as  to  two  of  the  items  which  constitute  the  charge  for  haul- 
ing, the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction  ;  and  if  any  part 
of  the  cause  of  action  arose  within  the  jurisdiction,  this  court  will  not 
grant  a  prohibition.  The  plaintifl'  could  have  recovered  for  those 
items,  independently  of  the  rest,  if  the  other  work  had  never  been 
done.     He  cited  Harwood  v.  Lester^  3  Bos.  &  P.  617. 

BovW,  contra.  The  128th  section  of  the  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95, 
g^ves  concurrent  jurisdiction  to  the  superior  courts  "where  the  cause  of 
action  did  not  arise  wholly,  or  in  some  material  point,  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  within  which  the  defendant  dwells  or  carries  on 
his  business  at  the  time  of  the  action  brought;"  and,  therefore,  under 
that  section,  where  any  one  item  of  the  plaintiff's  demand  arises  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court,  the  Superior  Court  has  not 
concurrent  jurisdiction.  Wood  v.  Perry,  3  Exch.  Rep.  442 ;  s.  c.  18 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  161.  But  the  language  of  section  60  is 
essentially  different,  and  requires  that  the  whole  cause  of  action 
should  arise  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  in  which  the 
plaint  is  sued  out,  and  upon  that  section,  Buckley  v.  Hann,  5  Exch. 
Rep.  43;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n,  s.)  Exch.  151,  and  Wilde  v.  Sheri- 
dan, 21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  260 ;  11  Eng.  Rep.  380,  are  authori- 
ties in  support  of  the  rule.  It  has  been  held,  in  Re  Grimbly  v. 
A^kroyd,  1  Exch.  Rep.  479 ;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.'  (n.  s.)  Exch.  157, 
that  the  term  "cause  of  action"  in  section  63,  by  which  "it  shall 
not  be  lawful  for  any  plaintiff  to  divide  any  cause  of  action  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  two  or  more  suits,"  means  "  cause  of  one  action," 
so  that  a  plaintiff  may  not  make  three  separate  causes  of  action  out 
of  one  contract  or  demand  ;  and  the  same  construction  is  to  be  given 
to  section  60.  The  whole  cause  of  action  on  which  the  plaintifl  sues 
must  have  arisen  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court. 

[Crompton,  J.  Suppose  the  two  demands  were  distinct,  it  would 
be  difficult  to  say  that  the  county  court  had  no  jurisdiction.  Sup- 
pose the  plaintifl  had  sued  for  the  price  of  the  hauling  before  the  price 
for  the  carriage  was  due.] 

The  charge  for  the  hauling  and  that  for  the  carriage  of  the  timber 
are  put  together  in  the  plaint  as  one  cause  of  action ;  if  the  payments 
for  which  credit  is  given  were  applied  in  discharge  of  the  earlier  items, 
the  sum  due  for  hauling  would  be  paid. 
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Erle,  J.^  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be  made  abso* 
lute.  The  first  question  is,  whether  the  cause  of  action  for  carrying 
the  defendant's  timber  from  Swindon  to  London  arose  at  Swindon. 
The  carriage  and  delivery  of  the  goods  at  their  destination  are  the 
consideration  for  the  promise  to  pay  the  hire  or  reward  of  the  carrier; 
and,  therefore,  unless  there  was  an  express  contract  controlling  the 
general  rule,  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  legal  demand  for  the  price 
of  the  carriage  until  the  timber  was  delivered  in  London.  Then  it 
was  contended,  that  though,  in  respect  of  part  of  the  60/.,  the  cause 
of  action  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Swindon  county  court, 
the  cause  of  action  in  respect  of  1/.  I65.,  for  hauling  the  timber  to 
the  wharf,  was  within  the  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  a  writ  of  prohi- 
bition ought  not  to  issue.  But  the  liauling  was  not  a  distinct  cause 
of  action ;  for  if  the  plaintiff  had  hauled  the  timber  to  the  wharf,  and 
left  it  there,  and  not  conveyed  it  to  London,  and  had  sued  for  hauling 
it,  his  demand  would  have  failed.  In  order  to  support  an  action  for 
it,  an  additional  ternl  in  the  contract  was  needed,  namely,  that  in  res- 
pect of  the  lots  of  timber  to  be  carted,  a  cart  and  barge  should  be 
provided,  and  that  I65.  per  ton  should  be  charged  for  carrying  by  the 
barge ;  and  for  hauling,  what  was  reasonable. 

Crompton,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have  no  doubt  that  a 
carrier  has  no  cause  of  action  for  the  price  of  the  carriage  of  goods, 
if  he  does  not  carry  and  deliver  them.  It  is  a  different  proposition 
that  he  is  not  obliged  to  take  the  goods  without  payment  of  the  price 
for  their  carriage ;  and  certainly  he  need  not  do  so  if  he  doubts  the 
solvency  of  the  party.  Then,  as  regards  the  question  whether  a  "WTit 
of  prohibition  should  issue  where  part  of  the  cause  of  action  is  within 
the  jurisdiction,  there  is  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  in  point  of  law.  If 
the  plaintiff  had  established  that  there  was  a  separate  contract  for 
hauling,  he  might  have  recovered  for  those  items.  But  the  defendant 
must  show  a  distinct  cause  of  action  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
county  court ;  and,  upon  the  whole,  I  think  that  is  not  made  out 
The  course  of  dealing  shows  that  it  could  not  have  been  intended 
that  the  defendant  should  pay  a  small  item  in  the  account  before  the 
whole  contract  for  carrying  and  delivering  the  timber  had  been  per- 
formed. 

Bovill  asked  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute  with  costs. 

Erle,  J.  It  is  not  usual  to  give  costs  on  issuing  a  writ  of  prohi- 
bition ;  besides,  the  second  point  was  too  much  a  matter  of  doubt  to 
make  the  proceeding  on  the  other  side  improper^ 


Rule  absolute^  without  costs. 


1  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  had  left  the  court  during  the  ai^gum^nt   Colebiihse,  J., 
was  at  the  sittings  in  London. 
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Bishop,  surviving  Executor,  &c.,  v.  Curtis.^ 

June  18,  1852. 

liCgcLcy — Owse  in  Action  —  Riffht  of  suing  upon — 1  VicL  c.  26  — 
Prerogative  —  Forfeiture  on  Conviction  for  Felony. 

The  Wills  Act  (1  Vict.  c.  26),  does  not  enable  a  testator  to  beqaeathe  a  chose  in  action  so  as 
to  pass  tho  right  of  suing  to  the  legatee. 

Where  a  partj,  who  is  afterwards  convicted  of  felony,  is  entitled  to  a  chose  in  action,  the 
right  of  sning  being  in  another  in  trust  for  him,  tnat  right  of  suit  does  not  vest  in  the 
crown  upon  the  conviction. 

To  an  action  by  the  execntor  of  E.  C,  deceased,  on  a  promissorv  note  made  by  the  defend- 
ant, payable  to  E.  C,  on  demand,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  £.  C,  by  his  will  {made  after 
the  passing  of  the  1  Vict.  c.  26),  bequeathed  the  note  to  C.  C. ;  that  tho  plaintiff  assented 
to  the  bequest,  whereby  C.  C.  became  entitled  to  the  said  note,  and  the  money  due  thereon : 
and  that  whilst  the  said  C.  C.  was  so  entitled,  he  was  convicted  of  felony,  by  reason  whereof 
he  forfeited  to  the  crown  the  said  note,  and  all  interest  therein,  and  causes  of  action  in 
respect  thereof:  — 

Udd,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action. 

Assumpsit.     The  first  count  was  on  a  promissory  note,  made  by 
the  defendant  for  1,000/.,  payable  on  demand  to  E.  Curtis,  deceased. 

Second  plea,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  promissory  note,  and 
the  delivery  thereof  to  the  said  E.  Curtis,  the  said  E.  Curtis  made  his 
will,  and  thereby  gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  son,  Charles  Curtis,  the 
said  promissory  note,  but  the  payment  thereof  he,  the  said  E.  Curtis, 
by  his  said  will,  directed  not  to  be  demanded,  or  in  any  way  made 
available,  until  his  said  son,  C.  Curtis,  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  and  not  then,  if  his  sons,  Edward  and  Charles,  should 
agree  to  enter  into  copartnership,  but  if,  on  the  contrary,  a  copartner- 
ship could  not  be  agreed  upon,  then  and  in  that  case  the  payment  of 
the  said  note  might  be  enforced,  but  without  interest  which  might 
have  accrued  due  thereon ;  that  the  plaintiff  proved  the  said  will,  and 
assented  to  the  bequest  of  the  said  promissory  note,  whereupon  and 
whereby  the  said  C.  Curtis  then  became  and  was  entitled  to  the  said 
promissory  note,  and  the  money  due  thereon ;  that  whilst  the  said  C. 
Curtis  was  so  entitled  to  the  said  note,  and  the  money  due  thereon,  he, 
the  said  C.  Curtis,  was  convicted  of  felony,  and  was  sentenced  to  be 
transported  for  ten  years ;  by  reason  of  which  said  felony,  and  by 
force  of  the  said  judgment,  the  said  C.  Curtis  forfeited  to  our  lady 
the  queen,  the  said  promissory  note  and  the  money  due  thereon,  and 
all  interest  thereon,  and  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof.  Verifi- 
cation. 

The  plaintiff  replied  to  this  plea,  merely  setting  out  verbatim  the 
probate  of  the  will  of  E.  Curtis,  which  appeared  to  be  dated  June  14, 
1838,  and  concluded  with  a  verification. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  replication,  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 
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Maxwell^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
plea  discloses  a  good  defence  to  the  action.  First,  by  the  will  of  E. 
Curtis,  made  since  the  passing  of  the  Wills  Act,  1  Vict.  c.  26,  the 
right  of  suing  on  this  promissory  note  passed  to  C.  Curtis.  That  act 
enables  any  person  to  bequeathe  by  will  all  personal  estate  which  he 
is  entitled  to,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
which,  if  not  so  bequeathed,  would  devolve  upon  his  executor  or 
administrator. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  does  not  make  any  kind  of  personalty 
bequeathable  which  was  not  so  before,  as  it  does  as  to  realty.l 

Section  1  defines  personal  estate  as  including  debts  and  cnoses  in 
action,  which  it  places  in  the  same  category  as  chattels.  A  chose  in 
action  could  formerly  only  have  been  assigned  in  eqmty,  but  now  it 
may  be  passed  by  will.  The  right  of  suing  on  this  promissory  note  is 
a  chose  in  action,  which,  if  not  bequeathed,  would  devolve  on  the 
executor  or  administrator,  and,  therefore,  it  passes  by  the  will.  f  jfj 

[Crompton,  J.     Accordingtothat,itwould  vest  in  the  legatee  with-   •^ 
out  any  assent  of  the  executor.]  -/ 

The  legatee  would  no  doubt  take  this,  as  he  would  any  chattel,  sub-    xr 
ject  to  the  paramount  right  of  the  executor  to  require  it  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts.     But  the  plea  alleges  that  the  executor  assented,  and  ^ 
so  that  point  does  not  arise.  ^ 

[Crompton,  J.     No ;  the  assent  would  pass  the  property  in  the  note,  . 
but  not  the  right  of  suing  upon  it.]  '';  • 

The  meaning  of  the  Wills  Act  must  be,  that  the  legatee  is  to  take  ^ 
all  that  the  executor  would  take,  that  is,  the  right  of  property  and  the      y 
right  of  suing.  ^^ 

[Coleridge,  J.     How  would  the  legatee  have  sued  on  the  note?] 

He  would  allege  that  by  the  bequest  the  right  of  suing  passed  to 
him,  and  show  that  the  executors  assented. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  will  says  the  note  is  not  to  be  put  in 
suit  until  a  certain  time ;  would  the  legal  right  vest  in  the  legatee  in 
the  interval?] 

That  must  be  the  effect  of  the  bequest.  But,  secondly,  even  if  the 
right  of  suing  on  the  note  did  not  pass  to  Charles  Curtis,  still  he  had 
the  equitable  interest  in  it ;  and  the  crown  took  it  on  his  conviction. 

I  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Is  there  any  authority  for  that  ?] 
n  Hawkins y  P.  C,  b.  2,  c.  49,  s.  9,  it  is  said,  "  All  things  whatsoever 
which  are  comprehended  under  the  notion  of  personal  estate,  whether 
they  be  in  action  or  possession,  which  the  party  has  in  his  own  right, 
are  liable  to  forfeiture ;  and  so,  a  bond  taken  in  another's  name,  or  a 
lease  made  to  another  in  trust  for  a  person  who  is  afterwards  con- 
victed of  treason  or  felony,  are  as  much  liable  to  be  forfeited  as  a 
bond  made  to  him  in  his  own  name,  or  a  lease  in  possession."  Bui- 
lock  V.  Doddsy  2  B.  &  Aid.  258,  decides  that  to  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
exchange  the  attainder  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  well  pleaded.  The 
prerogative  of  the  crown  extends  so  as  to  take  the  right  of  suing  on 
this  note,  in  'which  the  convict  was  beneficially  interested. 

HogginSy  who  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  was  not  called  upon  to 
argue. 
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LiORD  Campbell,  C.  J.  This  plea  is  clearly  bad.  It  is  said  that 
the  property  in  and  right  of  suing  upon  this  promissory  note  passed 
to  Charles  Curtis  by  virtue  of  the  1  Vict  c.  26.  It  is  admitted  that 
before  that  act  such  property  and  right  of  suing  would  not  have  passed 
to  a  legatee,  ^ut  that  act  never  was  intended  to  have  any  operation 
to  make  any  thing  bequeathable  as  personal  estate  which  might  not 
have  been  previously  bequeathed.  It  only  provides  a  mode  for  execut- 
ing wills,  and  with  respect  to  real  estate  a  clause  is  introduced  mak* 
ing  things  devisable  which  before  were  not  so,  such  as  rights  of  entry, 
which  may  now  pass  by  wilL  Sut  there  is  nothing  to  indicate  an 
intention  of  enabling  a  party  to  bequeathe  a  chose  in  action  so  as  to 
pass  the  right  of  suit  Therefore,  before  the  conviction  of  Charles 
Curtis,  it  seems  quite  clear  to  me  that  the  right  of  suing  upon  this 
note  was  in  the  executor,  and  not  in  Charles  Curtis.  Then,  his  con- 
viction did  not  take  that  right  out  of  the  executor  and  vest  it  in  the 
crown.  The  executor  became  a  trustee  for  the  crown  in  this  note, 
but  the  interest  of  Charles  Curtis  did  not  pass  to  the  crown. 

Coleridge,  J.  The  Wills  Act  does  not  extend  the  power  of  dis- 
posing by  will,  so  as  to  change  an  equitable  into  a  legal  interest 
Therefore,  Charles  Curtis  must  have  sued  on  this  note  in  the  name 
of  the  executor,  and  the  right  of  suing  did  not  pass  to  the  crown  on 
his  conviction. 

Erle,  J.  and  Crompton,  J.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Stewart  t?.  The  Anglo-Californian  Gold  Mining  Company.* 

Jane  18,  1853. 

Joint-stock  Company — Action  by  Scripholder — Right  to  sign  Deed 
of  Settlement  —  Forfeiture  of  Shares  —  Notice  of  Forfeiture. 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  a  joint-stock  companj,  completely  registered,  under  the  7  &  8 
Vict,  c  110,  was  executed  by  one  fourth  of  tne  shareholders,  ana  contained  a  clause  pro- 
Tiding  that  the  shares  of  every  subscriber  who  should  not  execute  the  deed  within  three 
months  from  its  date  should  be  forfeited,  if  the  board  of  directors  thought  fit,  and  that  the 
amount  paid  upon  such  shares  should  become  the  property  of  the  company.  Under  tliis 
clause,  the  shares  of  a  scripholder  in  the  company,  who  had  not  applied  to  sign  the  deed 
within  three  months  from  its  date,  were  declared  forfeited,  without  any  reasonable  notice 
having  been  given,  and  a  subseqaent  application  to  be  allowed  to  sign  was  refused. 

Heldj  in  an  action  for  such  refusal,  and  for  not  causing  a  certificate  of  proprietorship  of  the 
shares  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  clause  of  forfeiture  could  not  be  objected  to 
a*  being  vhra  vires  or  unreasonable,  and  that  as  the  deed  did  not  require  notice  to  be' given 
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before  forfeiture,  no  snch  notice  was  necessary;  and,  therefore,  that  after  the  foifeitiire, 
the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  shares  ceased. 

Declaration,  that  the  defendants  were  a  joint-stock  company,  com- 
pletely registered  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict, 
intituled  ''  An  act  for  the  Registration,  Incorporation,  atid  Regulation 
of  Joint-stock  Companies,"  and  formed  by  a  certain  deed  of  settle- 
ment required  according  to  the  aforesaid  statute  to  be  executed  by 
the  shareholders  of  such  company.  And  the  plaintiff  avers,  that 
before  and  at  the  times  of  the  committing  the  grievances  hereinafter 
mentioned,  to  wit,  &c,  he,  the  plaintiff,  became,  and  still  was,  entitled 
to  240  shares  in  the  capital  or  joint-stock  of  the  defendants  ;  and  also 
before  and  at  the  times  of  committing  the  grievances  hereinafter 
stated,  and  after  the  defendants  had  completely  registered  under  the 
said  act  of  parliament,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  being  so  entitled  to 
the  said  shares  as  aforesaid,  became  and  was  entitled,  under  and  by 
^  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  statute,  to  have  made  out  by  the  defendants 
a  certificate  of  the  proprietorship  of  each  of  the  before-mentioned 
shares,  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  specifying 
therein,  respectively,  the  share  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  and 
the  amount  paid  up  in  respect  of  such  share  at  the  date  of  duch  cer- 
tificate, and  to  have  such  certificate,  with  the  common  seal  of  the 
defendants  affixed  thereto,  delivered  to  him  on  demand ;  and  although, 
afterwards  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  grievan- 
ces, and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  whilst  the  plain- 
tiff was  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  &c.,  he,  the  plaintiff,  was 
ready  and  willing,  and  from  thence  had  always  been  and  continued 
to  be  ready  and  willing,  to  execute  the  deed  of  settlement  under 
which  the  defendants  as  such  company  were  formed  as  aforesaid,  of 
which  the  defendants  during  all  the  time  aforesaid  had  due  notice, 
and  were  then  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  suffer  and  permit  the 
plaintiff  to  execute  such  deed  of  settlement ;  and  although,  also, 
after  the  plaintiff  had  become,  and  whilst  he  was  entitled  to  the  said 
shares  as  aforesaid,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  grievances,  to 
wit,  d&c,  he,  the  plaintiff,  did,  pursuant  to  the  said  statute,  demand 
of  the  defendants  that  the  defendants  should  cause  a  certificate  of 
the  proprietorship  of  each  of  the  before-mentioned  shares  to  be  de- 
livered to  him,  the  plaintiff,  as  holder  and  proprietor  of  such  shares 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  statute ;  yet  the  defendants, 
well  knowing,  &c.,  did  not,  nor  would,  although  a  reasonable  time 
had  elapsed, -suffer  or  permit  the  plaintiff  to  execute  such  deed  of 
settlement  as  aforesaid,  but  then  wholly  refused  and  continued  to 
refuse  to  suffer  or  permit  the  plaintiff  to  execute  such  deed  of  settle- 
ment as  aforesaid.  That  the  defendants  did  not,  nor  would,  on 
demand  made  by  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  other  time, 
cause  a  certificate  of  the  proprietorship  of  each  of  the  before-men- 
tioned shares,  or  of  any  or  either  of  them,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  as  proprietor  thereof;  but  the  defendants,  although  often 
requested  so  to  do,  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  making  out 
and  delivering  such  certificates  as  aforesaid  had  elapsed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  had  wholly  neglected  and  refused,  and 
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still  neglected  and  refused,  to  make  out  and  deliver  such  certificate 
as  aforesaid.  Whereby,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  plaintiff 
had  been  ever  since  deprived  of  the  evidence  of  his  title  as  proprietor 
of  his  said  shares,  and  of  the  power  to  receive  any  dividends  or 
profits  for  aiid  in  respect  of  the  said  shares,  and  of  the  remedies 
and  powers  given  by  the  said  statute  to  shareholders.  That  the 
plaintiff  hath  also,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  been  hitherto  prevented 
from  selling  and  disposing  of  the  said  shares,  and  from  making  and 
acquiring  divers  great  gains  and  profits,  amounting  together  to  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  &c.,  which  might  and  otherwise  would  have 
accrued  to  him  by  the  delivery  to  him  of  such  certificates  as  afore- 
said, and  hath  lost  divers  other  great  gains  and  profits,  &c. 

Pleas,  amongst  others,  secondly,  that  the  defendant  did  not  become, 
nor  was  he  entitled  to  the  shares  in  the  capital  or  joint  stock  of  the 
defendants  modo  et  formd;  thirdly,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  become 
nor  was  entitled  under  the  statute  to  have  made  out  by  the  defen- 
dants a  certificate  of  the  projlrietorship  of  each  of  the  said  shares, 
or  to  have  such  certificate,  with  the  common  seal  of  the  defendants 
affixed  thereto,  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  on  demand  modo  et  formd. 

On  the  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  at  the  last  Kent  spring 
assizes,  it  appeared  thart  the  Anglo- Calif ornian  Gold  Mining  Com- 
pany was  provisionally  registered  in  August,  1850,  and  a  certificate 
of  complete  registration  obtained  on  the  5th  of  November,  1851, 
under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110.  In  June,  1850,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
scrip  receipts  for  two  hundred  shares  in  the  company.  The  deed 
of  settlement  of  the  company,  dated  the  16th  of  August,  1851, 
was  executed  by  one  fourth  of  the  shareholders,  and,  amongst  other 
stipulations,  it  contained  a  clause  providing  ^  that  the  share  or  shares 
of  every  subscriber  for  any  part  of  the  capital  of  the  company,  who 
shall  not  execute  tbese  presents  within  three  months  firom  the  day  of 
the  date  hereof,  shall  be  forfeited,  if  the  board  of  directors  shall  think 
fit,  and  the  amount  paid  upon  such  share  or  shares  shall  become  the 
property  of  the  company."  No  request  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  be 
allowed  to  execute  the  deed  until  after  the  expiration  of  three  months 
from  its  date,  and  before  such  request  was  made,  and  after  the  lapse 
of  the  three  months  from  the  date  of  the  deed,  namely,  on  the  18th 
of  November,  1851,  the  directors  passed  a  resolution  declaring  that 
the  scrip  of  all  those  persons  who  had  not  signed  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment was  cancelled,  and  the  deposit  paid  on  such  scrip  forfeited. 
This  resolution  was  confirmed  at  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  direct- 
ors, on  the  21st  of  November,  1851,  and  the  seal  of  the  company 
affixed  to  it.  No  previous  notice  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  come 
in  and  sign  the  deed,  was  proved  to  have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff, 
until  the  day  before  the  three  months  expired,  and  the  subsequent 
application  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  allowed  to  sign  the  deed  had  been 
refused.  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the  value  of  the 
shares,  the  jury  expressly  finding  that  the  notice  to  the  plaintiff  was 
not  reasonably  sufficient,  but  leave  was  reserved  to  the  defendants  to 
move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  them,  and  a  rule  nisi  for  that  purpose 
was  obtained  in  the  following  term ;  against  which 
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E.  James  J  Paierson  and  J.   Thompson  (April  29)  showed  'canse. 
First,  the  directors  had  no  power  to  forfeit  the  plaintifTs  shares,  on 
the  ground  that  he  had  failed  to  execute  the  deed  of  settlement.  The 
inserting  of  the  clause  of  forfeiture  in  the  deed  of  settlement  ixras 
ultra  vires  and  void-     By  the  .7th  section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c  110, 
by  which  the  deed  of  settlement  is  rendered  necessary,  and  its  con- 
tents pointed  out,  there  is  no  reference  made  to  any  such  clause,  and 
section  26  expressly  enacts  what  the  penalty  shall  be  of  omission  on 
the  part  of  a  ^  shareholder''  to  execute  the  deed  of  settlement,  and. 
there,  as  in  other  sections  of  the  act,  "  shareholder  "  is  used  as  synony- 
mous with  "  subscriber."     The  plaintiff  would  have  been  liable  to 
pay  calls  though  he  had  not  signed  the  deed.     In  the  case  of  77ke 
Baniven  Iron  Company  v.  Bametiy  8  Com.  B.  Rep.  406 ;  s.  c.  19  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  p.  17,  there  was  an  omission  to  insert  a  proper  clause 
in  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  the  shareholder  there  had  signed  the 
deed     That  case,  therefore,  is  distinguishable  from  the  present.    The 
case  of  Ashpitel  v.  Sercombcj  5  Exch.  Rep.  147 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  82,  is  in  point  here.   That  case  decides  that  a  subscriber 
is  not  bound  by  a  stipulation   in   the   subscribers'   agreement  not 
warranted  by  the  7  &  8  Vict  c  110,  s.  23.    Secondly,  notice  ought  to 
have  been  given  to  the  plaintiff  a  reasonable  time  before  the  for- 
feiture.    The  58th  section  of  the  Joint-stock  Banks  Act,  7  &  8  Vict 
c.  110,  expressly  requires  a  notice  to  be  given  twenty-one  days  at 
least  before  the  forfeiture  of  any  shares  is  declared,  and  three  months' 
notice  is  required  by  the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  But  this  is  under  a  clause  in  the  deed  of 
settlement  ] 

The  forfeiture  is  to  take  place  ^<  if  the  directors  think  fit;"  and 
upon  every  principle  of  law  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  informed 
of  the  intention  of  the  directors  to  put  in  force  their  option.  To 
make  a  person  responsible  in  respect  of  a  matter  more  particularly 
within  the  knowledge  of  another,  notice  should  first  be  given ;  Vyse 
V.  Wakefield,  6  Mee.  &  W.  442 ;  s.  c.  9  Law.  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  274; 
and  this  case  falls  within  that  principle.  Further,  the  objection  on 
the  ground  of  forfeiture  is  not  open  on  these  pleadings ;  the  forfeiture 
should  have  been  specially  pleaded. 

J  WiOHTMAN,  J.  If  the  shares  were  legally  forfeited,  then  the  plain- 
tiff had  no  right  or  titie  to  them.  He  was  no  longer  possessed  of 
them.] 

BramweU  and  Gray  (May  5),  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  ques- 
tion is,  had  the  directors  power  to  declare  the  shares  forfeited  ? 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Had  they  the  power,  and  did  they  exer- 
cise it  properly  ?] 

They  were  not  bound  to  give  any  notice.  The  7  &  8  Vict,  c  110, 
shows  what  is  the  position  of  parties  in  such  a  company  as  this. 
The  deed  of  settlement  has  been  executed  by  one  fourth  of  the  sub- 
scribers and  approved  of  by  the  regbtrar,  and  the  provisions,  therefore, 
are  binding  on  all  the  subscribers.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  promoters  to 
prepare  a  reasonable  deed,  and  if  they  do  not,  an  action  may  be 
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brought  against  them  to  recover  the  deposits,  or,  perhaps,  for  not 
preparing  a  proper  deed.  AshpUel  v.  Sercombe,  In  the  present  ease 
the  plaintiff  might  say,  "  You  have  obliged  yourselves  to  prepare  a 
proper  deed,  but  you  have  not  done  so  ;  and,  therefore,  I  am  entitled 
to  have  ray  money  back."  But  this  action  is  clearlv  not  maintaina- 
ble. The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  inform  himself  of  the  contents  of 
the  deed. 

r  WiGHTMAN,  J.  It  is  said  that  he  could  not  be  compelled  to  sign 
a  deed  containing  a  clause  of  forfeiture  which  is  unreasonable. 

Crompton,  J.  The  statute  declares  that  the  deed  shall  not  con- 
tain any  thing  inconsistent  with  law.] 

In  Sparks  v.  The  Liverpool  Waterworks,  13  Ves.  428,  the  court 
refused  to  grant  any  relief  in  a  case  where  shares  had  been  forfeited 
in  consequence  of  the  non-payment  of  a  6all  after  a  lapse  of  ten 
days  from  the  time  of  notice,  though,  by  an  accident,  the.  plaintiff 
was  not  aware  of  the  notice.  It  cannot  be  permitted  that  any  person 
shall  be  allowed  to  canvass  the  provisions  of  the  deed ;  if  so,  every 
shareholder  may  consider  himself  at  liberty  to  question  whatever 
clauses  may  be  inserted,  because  individually  he  may  consider  them 
unreasonable.  But  this  clause  is  really  not  an  unreasonable  one  at 
all ;  the  company  do  not  undertake  to  give  notice.  If  a  shareholder 
refuses  to  sign,  the  company  have  no  power  to  sue  him  for  the  refu- 
sal ;  and  they  must,  therefore,  have  some  power  of  forfeiture. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Some  part  of  the  deed  may  be  invalid, 
though  the  rest  is  vali^  and  binding.] 

There  was  an  undertaking  to  prepare  a  proper  deed;  and  if  that 
is  not  done,  the  plaintiff  may  canvass  it  by  an  action  in  another  form. 
If  the  plaintiff  chooses  to  sign  the  deed  he  must  take  it  in  its  integ- 
rity, and  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  object  in  this  action  to  the 
clause.  By  section  66,  execution  may  be  issued  against  the  person, 
property,  and  effects  of  any  shareholder  for  the  time  being,  upon 
judgments  obtained  against  the  company ;  and  though  all  the  other 
shareholders  may  have  signed,  yet  because  of  a  refusal  to  sign  on 
account  of  this  clause,  no  execution  could  be  had  against  the  plain- 
tiff or  his  property  under  that  section.  It  would  be  most  inconve- 
nient to  say  that  a  shareholder  might  withhold  his  signature  for  any 
length  of  time  while  all  the  rest  are  liable,  and  his  only  penalty  be 
the  loss  of  his  dividend. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  There  may  be  a  reasonable  clause  of 
forfeiture  if  they  do  not  come  in  wi^in  a  reasonable  time  after  notice; 
but  you  must  say  that  it  is  a  reasonable  one  without  any  notice.] 

All  the  parties  must  take  notice  of  the  deed.  The*  contract  is  for 
its  execution  ;  and  if  any  one  chooses  to  insist  upon  his  right  to  sign, 
he  must  take  it  as  it  is,  and  cannot  object  that  there  is  a  clause  in  it 
which  he  considers  unreasonable.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  not  having 
signed  the  deed,  and  his  shares  being  properly  forfeited,  is  notashare- 
bcJder  within  the  meaning  of  the  interpretation  clause  ;  and,  conse- 
quently, the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  verdict 

Our.  adv.  vult. 
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The  judgment  of  the  court ^  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  this  case  a  rule  was  granted  on  the 
point  reserved,  whether  there  was  evidence  to  prove  that,  before  the 
plaintiff  requested  that  he  might  be  permitted  to  execute  the  deed 
of  settlement,  his  shares  in  the  company  were  duly  forfeited ;  if  they 
were,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered  for  them 
on  the  issue  on  the  second  plea,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  possessed 
of  the  shares.  It  appeared  that  this  company  was  provisionally 
registered  in  August,  1850 ;  that  in  June,  1850,  the  plaintiff  obtained 
certain  scrip  receipts  for  shares  in  the  company ;  that  the  deed  of 
settlement  was  cq^npleted  and  executed  by  one  fourth  of  the  share- 
holders, on  the  16th  of  August,  1851 ;  that  it  contained  a  clause 
which  authorized  the  directors  to  declare  forfeited  the  shares  of  any 
86ripholders  who  should  not  execute  the  deed  within  three  months 
from  its  date ;  that  after  the  expiration  of  three  months  from  the 
date  of  the  deed,  and  before  the  plaintiff  requested  that  he  might  be 
permitted  to  execute  the  deed,  the  directors  declared  his  shares  to  be 
forfeited ;  that  he  had  had  no  previous  notice  from  the  company  to 
come  in  and  sign  the  deed ;  that  the  company  was  completely  regis- 
tered in  November,  1851,  and  that  afterwards  the  company  refused 
leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  execute  the  deed,  on  the  ground  that  his 
shares  were  forfeited.  It  was  contended,  before  us,  that  this  clause 
of  forfeiture  was  unreasonable  and  void ;  and,  at  any  rate,  that  it 
could  not  be  acted  upon  against  a  subscriber^  or  scripholder,  till  he 
had  had  notice  of  it,  and  had  afterwards  refused  or  neglected  to  exe- 
cute the  deed.  But  looking  to  the  provisions  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c 
110,  and  the  nature  of  the  undertakings  which  that  statute  was  meant 
to  regulate,  we  think  that  the  shares  were  duly  forfeited.  There  is, 
necessarily,  authority  given  by  all  the  subscribers  to  frame  a  deed ; 
the  company  cannot  act  till  it  has  a  certificate  of  complete  registra- 
tion, and  it  cannot  be  completely  registered  unless  it  be  "  formed  by 
a  deed  or  writing,  under  the  hand  and  seals  of  the  shareholders,  which 
must  be  signed  by  at  least  one  fourth  of  the  persons  who  at  the  date 
of  the  deed  had  become  subscribers."  This  deed  must  likewise  be 
submitted  to  the  registrar  of  joint-stock  companies,  that  it  may  be 
seen  by  him  to  be  conformable  to  the  statute,  and  in  other  respects 
unexceptionable.  He  may  object  that  it  is  incomplete,  or  that  it  con- 
tains improper  matter,  and  he  must  approve  of  it  before  the  certificate 
of  complete  registration  can  issii^e.  We  conceive  that  no  subscriber 
can  ask  to  be  allowed  to  execute  the  deed,  and  at  the  same  time 
object  to  its  contents.  In  the  case  of  Wilkinson  v.  The  Anglo^Cali- 
fomian  Gold  Mining  Company y  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  327 ;  s.  c. 
12  Eng.  Rep.  444,  we  lately  held  that  a  subscriber  could  not  partially 
execute  a  deed  of  settlement,  excepting  clauses  which  he  objected  to. 
If  he  executes  it  absolutely,  he  must  be  bound  by  it  as  far  as  it  is 
not  against  the  law  of  the  land.     This  is  an  action  for  not  being 


1  LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Wiqhtmak,  J.,  and  Cbokpton,  J. 
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permitted  to  execute  the  deed,  and  the  plaintiff  must  be  supposed  to 
have  availed  himself  of  his  opportunities  of  becoming  acquainted  with 
its  contents,  and  to  have  sanctioned  it  as  it  stands.  If  the  deed  con- 
tained any  thing  contrary  to  the  prospectus,  or  justly  objectionable, 
he  might  possibly  recover  back  the  sums  he  has  paid  for  his  scrip 
from  the  individuals  with  whom  he  dealt ;  but,  in  the  action  against 
the  company  for  not  permitting  him  to  execute  the  deed,  he  cannot 
object  to  it  as  unreasonable.  Then,  as  to  the  want  of  notice ;  the 
evidence  was  that  he  had  no  notice  till  the  day  before  the  time  ex- 
pired, which  the  jury  found  not  to  be  sufficient,  and  the  case  stands 
as  if  he  had  received  no  notice.  But  no  notice  is  required  to  be 
given  by  the  deed,  which  confers  uponN;he  directors  the  absolute 
power  to  declare  forfeited  the  shares  of  the  subscribers  who  do  not 
execute  it  within  three  months  from  its  date.  Therefore,  if  the  deed 
be  valid,  no  notice  was  required.  In  truth,  the  subscribers  had  ample 
means  of  becoming  acquainted  with  the  peril  which  they  ran  of  their 
shares  being  forfeited ;  but  some  of  them  may  have  delayed  their 
application  to  execute  the  deed  (an  act  which  would  render  them 
liable  for  calls)  till  they  saw  that  the  concern  was  likely  to  be  pros- 
perous, and  that  shares  were  at  a  premium.  In  this  action  we  thought 
that  the  plaintiff's  title  to  shares,  in  the  sense  in  which  the  word  is 
used  in  the  declaration,  could  not  be  denied  on  the  ground  that  he 
bad  not  executed  the  deed,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  a  shareholder 
within  the  definition  of  the  term  in  the  interpretation  clause  ;  but,  as 
the  shares  were  duly  forfeited,  the  verdict  on  the  second  issue  will  be 
entered  for  the  defendants. 

• 

Rtile  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants  on  the  second 
issue. 


Gage.i;.  The  Newmarket  Railway  Company.^ 

May  3,  1852. 

Chvenant  —  Construction  —  Railway  Company  —  Agreement  to  pay 

Compensation  in  respect  of  Lands  taken. 

A  railway  company,  who  were  promoting  in  parliament  a  bill  for  an  extension  of  their  line, 
which,  if  made,  would  pa.s8  through  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  covenanted  with  the  plain- 
tiff, "  that  in  the  event  of  the  proposed  bill  passing  in  the  then  session  of  parliament,  the 
company  should,  before  they  snonid  enter  npon  any  part  of  the  plaintiff^s  lands,  pay  to 
him  4,900^.  purchase-money  for  any  portion  not  exceeding  fortv-thrce  acres,  which  the 
company  might,  under  the  powers  of  their  act,  require  and  take  for  the  purposes  of  their 
undertaking ;  and  that,  in  addition  to  purchase-money  as  aforesaid,  the  company  should 
pay  to  the  plaintiff,  before  they  should  enter  npon  any  part  of  his  said  land,  7,100/.,  as 
landlord's*  compensation  for  the  damage  arising  to  his  estate  by  the  severance  thereof,  in 
respect  of  the  lands  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres  to  be  taken  by  them :" — • 


>  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  898;  16  Jiir.  1186. 
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Held^  that  the  company  were  not  liable  to  pay  either  of  these  somsi  unless  they  entered  upon 
some  part  of  the  plaintiff's  lands. 

Eddy  also,  that  an  ahsolnte  coyenant  to  pay  these  sums  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  compsuay 
woold  be  ultra  vires  and  Yoid. 

Covenant.  The  declaration  stated  that,  after  the  passing  of  "  The 
Newmarket  and  Chesterford  Railway  Act,  1846,"  and  before  the  pass- 
ing of  "  The  Newmarket  and  Chesterford  (Bury  Extension  and  Ely- 
Branch)  Railway  Act,  1847,"  and  also  before  the  passing  of  "  The 
Newmarket  and  Chesterford  (Thetford  Extension)  Railway  Act,  1847," 
to  wit,  on  &c,  by  articles  of  agreement  then  made  between  the 
defendants,  by  their  then  style  and  title  of  "  The  Newmarket  and 
Chesterford  Railway  Company  "  of  the  one  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of 
the  other  part  [profertl,  reciting  that  it  was  proposed  by  the  Newmar- 
ket and  Chesterford  Railway  Company  to  construct  and  maintain  a 
railway  from  their  railway  at  Newmarket,  in  the  county  of  Cam- 
bridge, to  Bury  St.  Edmunds,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  with  a  branch 
therefrom  to  the  city  of  Ely ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  such 
proposal  into  effect,  the  said  Newmarket  and  Chesterford  Railway 
Company  were  then  promoting  a  bill  which  had  been  introduced  into 
the  commons  house  of  parliament  and  read  a  second  time,  intituled, 
"  A  bill  to  enable  the  Newmarket  and  Chesterford  Railway  Company 
to  extend  their  line  of  railway  to  Bury  St  Edmunds,  with  a  branch 
to  the  city  of  Ely ; "  and  that,  according  to  the  plans  deposited  with 
the  clerks  of  the  peace  for  the  counties  through  which  it  was  proposed 
to  form  the  said  railway,  it  appeared  that,  if  made,  it  would  pass 
through  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  situate  in,  &c. ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff, being  apprehensive  that  great  injury  wotild  be  done  to  his  pro- 
perty if  the  said  line  of  railway  were  to  be  made  as  iti  the  said  plans 
delineated,  and  more  particularly  if  deviations  were  made  therefrom 
in  certain  places  to  the  extent  of  the  limits  of  deviation  marked  on 
the  said  plans,  had  caused  intimation  of  his  intention  to  oppose  the 
said  bill  to  be  given  to  the  promoters  thereof;  and  that  the  said  com- 
pany were  desirous  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  upon 
the  terms  thereinafter  expressed ;  the  said  company,  for  the  con^dera- 
tions  therein  mentioned,  did  covenant  and  agree  with  the  plaintiff 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  said  bill  thereinbefore  recited  as  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  and  then  before  parliament,  being  passed  in  the  then  pre- 
sent session  of  parliament,  the  said  company  should  and  would, 
within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf  after  the  passing  of  the  said 
bill,  and  before  the  said  company  should  enter  upon  any  part  of  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff  situate  in  the  said  county  of  Suffolk,  pay  to  the 
plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  th'e  sum  of  4,900/.  purchase-money,  for 
any  portion  of  his  lands,  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres,  which  the 
said  company  might,  under  the  powers  of  their  act,  require  and  take 
for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking.  And  further,  that  in  addition 
to  such  purchase-money  as  aforesaid,  the  said  company  should  and 
would,  within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf  after  the  passing  of 
the  said  bill,  and  before  they  should  enter  upon  any  part  of  the  said 
lands,  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  the  sum  of  7,100/.  as 
landlord's  compensation  for  the  damage  arising  to  his  estate  by  the 
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severance  thereof,  in  respect  of  the  lands,  not  exceeding  forty-three 
acres,  to  be  taken  by  them ;  and  that  the  company  should  at  their 
o>vn  expense  settle  all  claims  and  demands  which  the  plaintiff's  ten- 
ants might  be  entitled  to  make  or  demand  in  consequence  of  the  said 
undertaking.     Averment,  that  the  said  company,  after  the  passing  of 
the  said  act  of  parliament  firstly  above  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  did 
make  and  construct  the  railway  and  works  bv  the  said  last-mentioned 
act  authorized  to  be  made,  and  that  the  saia  bill  in  the  said  articles 
of  agreement  mentioned  as  aforesaid,  did  pass  and  became  law  in 
the  session  of  parliament  present  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  arti- 
cles of  agreement,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  became  and  was  in  that  ses- 
sion and  is  <'  The  Newmarket  and  Chesterford  (Bury  Extension  and 
Ely   Branch)  Railway  Act,  1847,"  above  mentioned ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  always  from  the  time  of  making  the  said  articles  of  agree- 
ment was  ready  and  willing  to  accept  and  receive  from  the  deiend- 
ants  the  said  sum  of  4,900^  as  the  purchase-money  for  any  portion  of 
his,  the  plaintiff's,  said  lands  in  the  said  articles  of  agreement  in  that 
behalf  mentioned  as  aforesaid,  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres,  which 
the  defendants  might,  under  the  powers  of  their  last-mentioned  act, 
require  and  take  for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking  in  and  by  the 
same  act  authorized  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  always  from  the  time 
of  making  the  said  articles  of  agreement  ready  and  willing  to  accept 
and  receive  from  the  defendants,  in  addition  to  the  said  purchase-mo- 
ney, the  said  sum  of  7,100/.  in  the  said  articles  of  agreement  in  that 
behalf  mentioned   as  afore^id,  as  landlord's  compensation  for  the 
damage  arising  and  to  arise  to  the  plaintiff's  estate  in  the  said  arti- 
cles of  agreement  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  by  the  severance  thereof, 
in  respect  of  the  lands,  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres^  to  be  taken  by 
them  acceding  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  articles  of 
agreement ;  and  that  a  reasonable  time  after  the  passing  of  the  last- 
mentioned  apt,  for  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  two 
sums  of  money  above  mentioned  respectively,  had  elapsed  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  always  from 
the  time  of  making  the  said  articles  of  agreement  ready  and  willing, 
and  able  to  convey  and  assure  to  the  defendants  all  such  portions  of 
his  said  lands  in  the  said  articles  of  agreement  in  that  behalf  men- 
tioned as  aforesaid,  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres,  as  the  defendants 
might,  under  the  powers  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  require  and  take  for 
the  purpose  of  their  said  undertaking  by  the  same  act  authorized ;  of 
all  which  premises  the  defendants,  after  the  making  of  the  said  articles 
of  agreement,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  always  from  that  time  untU  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  had  notice ;  and  that  the  defendants,  after 
the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  were  requested  by  the  plaintiff  to  pay  to 
him  the  said  two  sums  of  money  respectively ;  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
after  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  did  give  notice  to  the  said  defend- 
ants that  he,  the  plaintiff,  was  ready  and  willing  to  convey  and  assure, 
and  did  then  offer  to  convey  and  assure  to  the  defendants  all  and  every 
such  portion  and  portions  of  his  said  lands  in  the  said  articles  of 
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agreement  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres, 
as  they,  the  said  defendants,  might,  under  the  powers  of  the  last-men- 
tioned act,  require  and  take  for  the  purposes  of  their  said  undertaking 
by  the  same  act  authorized ;  and  that  a  reasonable  time  for  the  said 
company  to  select  and  take  such  portions  of  the  plaintifi's  said  lands 
for  the  purposes  in  that  behalf  aforesaid  before  the  conunencement  of 
this  suit  had  elapsed ;  yet  the  defendants  had  not  paid  to  the  plain- 
tifl'  the  said  two  sums  of  money,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  part  there- 
of, &c. 

The  defendants  set  out  the  articles  of  agreement  upon  oyer,  which, 
after  reciting  as  is  stated  in  the  declaration,  contained  the  following 
covenant  on  the  part  of  the  defendants :  —  "  That  in  the  event  of  the 
bill  hereinbefore  mentioned  being  passed  in  the  present  session  of 
parliament,  the  said  company  shall,  before  they  shall  enter  upon  any 
part  of  the  lands  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Rokewood  Gage,  in  the  said 
county  of  Suffolk,  pay  to  the  said  Sir  T.  R.  Gage,  his  heirs,  or  assigns, 
the  sum  of  4,900/.  purchase-money  for  any  portion  of  his  lands,  not 
exceeding  forty-three  acres,  which  the  said  company  may,  under  the 
powers  of  their  act,  require  and  take  for  the  purposes  of  their  under- 
taking ;  that  in  addiition  to  purchase-money  as  aforesaid,  the  said.com- 
pany  shall  pay  to  the  said  Sir  T.  R.  Gage,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  before 
they  shall  enter  upon  any  part  of  the  said  land,  the  sum  of  7,100/.,  as 
landlord's  compensation,  for  the  damage  arising  to  his  estate  by  the 
severance  thereof  in  respect  of  the  lands,  not  exceeding  forty-three 
acres,  to  be  taken  by  them."  The  defendants  then  pleaded  that  the 
extended  line  of  railway  and  works  mentioned  in  the  said  articles  of 
agreement,  and  in  the  "  Newmarket  and  Chesterford  (Bury  Extension 
and  Ely  Branch)  Railway  Act,  1847,"  and  thereby  authorized  to  be 
made,  had  not,  nor  had  any  part  thereof,  been  made  or  constructed, 
or  begun  to  be  made  or  cons^ucted ;  and  that  the  defendants  had  not 
required  or  taken  for  the  purposes  of  their  said  undertaking,  or  other- 
wise, any  part  of  the  plaintiff's  said  lands  in  the  said  agreement  men- 
tioned, or  any  lands  or  tenements  of  the  plaintiff  whatsoever,  nor  had 
they,  the  defendants,  ever  given  any  notice  of  requiring  or  taking  any 
of  the  said  lands  in  the  said  articles  of  agreement  mentioned,  or  any 
lands  or  tenements  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  had  they  ever  agreed  with  the 
plaintiff,  or  any  person  or  persons,  for  the  purchase  or  taking  of  any 
such  lands  or  tenements  as  aforesaid,  otherwise  than  by  the  said  arti- 
cles of  agreement 

Gpeneral  demurrer  and  joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Addison^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.^  The  question  is,  whether 
the  taking  of  the  land  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  performance 
of  the  defendants'  covenant.  If  it  be  not,  the  declaration  is  good  and 
the  plea  bad.  The  general  principle  as  to  what  is  to  be  considered  a 
condition  precedent  is  laid  down  in  Pordage  v.  Cb/e,  1  Wms.  Saund. 
320.     Here  there  are  two  considerations :  —  one,  the  passing  of  the 

1  April  27,  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Wightman,  J.,  Eble,  J.,  and  Cbomp- 

TON,  J. 
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bill,  has  been  received,  and  the  other  is,  the  giving  up  of  the  land  by 
the  plaintiff,  which  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  do  when  required  ;  but 
the  company  are  now  bound  to  pay  for  it  The  expiration,  by  lapse 
of  time,  of  the  powers  given  to  a  railway  company,  does  not  affect 
their  obligation  to  take  land.  Webb  v.  The  Direct  London  and  Ports- 
mouth  Railway  Company^  9  Hare,  129 ;  s.  c.  5  Eng.  Rep.  151.  He 
referred  also  to  Pilbrdw  v.  Pilbrow^s  Atmospheric  Railway ^  8fc.  Com' 
pany,  5  Com.  B.  Rep.  440;  s.c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  166.  Ex- 
cept for  the  words  "  before  they  shall  enter  "  on  the  lands,  no  question 
would  arise  here ;  but  upon  tihe  whole  language  of  the  covenant,  it 
was  plainly  intended  that  the  company  should  make  the  railway,  and 
for  five  years  they  have  control  over  forty-three  acres  of  the  plaintiff's 
land.  At  the  end  of  three  years  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  said 
that  the  company  should  no  longer  hold  the  land.  The  answer  would 
have  been,  that  the  company  had  five  years  for  the  exercise  of  their 
powers.  Bland  v.  Crowley^  6  Exch.  Rep.  622 ;  s.  o.  4  Eng.  Rep.  441, 
bears  strongly  on  the  present  case.  There  the  breaches  alleged  were 
in  respect  of  the  non-payment  both  of  the  stipulated  price  per  acre  of 
the  plaintiff's  land,  and  of  a  sum  of  3,0002.  for  general  damage;  and 
as  regards  the  right  to  recover  the  latter  sum  immediately  after  the 
passing  of  the  company's  act,  the  decision  is  in  point  here. 

[Crompton,  J.  In  that  case,  I  think,  there  was  no  qualified  cove- 
nant] 

But  the  case  of  Preston  v.  The  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Junction 
Railway  Company^  1  Sim.  (n.  s.)  586 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  124,  applies 
strictly  to  this  case,  and  the  observations  of  the  Vice- Chancellor  in 
giving  judgment  establish  that  the  reasonable  construction  of  this 
contract  is  that  stated  in  the  declaration.  Payment  was  to  be  made 
within  a  reasonable  time,  whether  the  company  entered  upon  the  land 
or  not,  but  at  all  events  before  they  entered. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Were  there  the  same  terms  used  in  Pres- 
ton  V.  Tlie  Liverpool  and  Manchester  Jtmction  Railway  Company  ?] 

No  ;  but  there  were  in  Webb  v.  The  Direct  London  and  Portsmouth 
Railway  Company.  The  stipulation  as  to  the  company  not  entering 
upon  the  land  is  a  condition  in  the  plaintiff's  favor. 

Bramwell,  contra.  The  powers  of  the  company  to  enter  upon  the 
letnd  are  gone,  and  until  the  capital  was  subscribed  for,  they  could 
not  exercise  their  compulsory  powers.  The  agreement,  as  it  is  sought 
to  be  construed  by  the  plaintiff,  is  most  improbable  and  unreasonable. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  Suppose  the  company  took  a  single  square  yard, 
or  suppose  they  only  skuted  the  land  ?] 

In  the  latter  case  the  company  would  not  be  bound  to  pay  a  far- 
thing. But  the  terms  of  the  contract  itself  must  be  looked  at ;  and 
according  to  them,  the  land  must  be  taken  before  any  money  can  be- 
come due.  In  I%c  Marquis  of  Salisbury  v.  The  Great  Northern  Rail- 
way  Company^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  185 ;  s.  c.  10  Eng.  Rep. 
344,  it  was  held,  that  a  notice  to  take  land  was  such  an  exercise  of 
the  compulsory  powers  of  the  company  as  enabled  them  to  take  steps 
to  assess  compensation  after  the  expiration  of  the  prescribed  period. 

VOL.   XIV.  6 
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But  the  Lands  Clauses  CoDsolidation  Act,  by  section  84,  for  which 
this  agreement  is  a  substitution,  does  not  oblige  the  money  to  be  paid 
to  the  landowner  until  his  land  is  actually  entered  upon.  The  plain- 
tiff clearly  intended  to  guard  against  his  land  being  entered  upon  be- 
fore payment,  and  he  is  consequently  not  entitled  to  his  money  before 
entry.  The  only  obligation  to  pay  is  one  which  arises  upon  entry, 
and  not  before. 

[Lord  Campbell.,  C.  J.  The  railway  might  have  been  injurious 
to  the  plaintiff  without  actually  touchL^  his  land,  and  his  not  oppo- 
sing the  scheme  might  have  been  the  consideration  for  the  promoters 
paying  this  money.] 

That  is  not  what  is  provided  for.  Besides  the  purchase-money  for 
land  actually  taken,  the  damage  which  is  to  be  paid  for  is  that  which 
arises  from  seyprance ;  so  that  it  is  plain  that  it  was  contemplated 
throughout  that  the  plaintiff's  land  would  be  actually  taken.  Bland 
v.*  Chrowley  is  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  The  reasoning  of  Parke,  B., 
there  shows  that  the  breach  here  is  not  sustained.  The  case  of  Webb 
V.  The  Direct  Portsmouth  Railway  Company^  has  been  much  shaken 
when  it  was  before  the  Lords  Justices  of  AppeaL  21  Law  J.  Bep. 
(n.  s.)  Chanc  337 ;  s.  c.  9  Eng.  Rep.  249.  Lord  Cranworth  puts  it  that 
the  contract  (if,  indeed,  any  at  all  existed)  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants is  to  purchase  the  land,  in  which  event  alone  the  money  will 
become  due ;  if  that  be  so,  the  action  should  have  been  for  not  accept- 
ing a  conveyance.  The  contract  to  pay  is  6nly  contingent  upon  the 
plaintiff's  land  being  entered  upon.  In  Stuart  v.  The  London  and 
Northwestern  Railway  Companyy  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc  450 ; 
s.  c.  11  Eng.  Rep.  112,  which  was  an  appeal  from  the  Alaster  of  the 
Rolls,  the  lords  justices  expressed  the  same  opinion  as  in  Webb  v.  The 
Direct  London  and  Portsmouth  Railway  Company^  but  sent  a  case  for 
the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law.  But,  secondly,  the  declaration  is  bad. 
It  alleges  a  promise  to  pay  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  that  has  not 
elapsed  before  the  last  moment  at  which  the  defendants  could  enter. 

[Crompton,  J.  It  is  alleged  that  a  reasonable  time  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money  has  elapsed.] 

Next,  this  agreement  is  unlawful  and  cannot  be  enforced.  The  de- 
fendants were  originally  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
railway  from  Newmarket  to  Chesterford,  and  they  had  no  power  to 
enter  into  an  agreement  to  pay  money  for  land  which  they  would 
then  not  require. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  When  the  Extension  Act  passed  they  had 
power  to  take  the  plaintiff's  land.] 

Still,  the  agreement  which  was  made  before  that  act  passed  was 
ultra  vires  and  void,  and  cannot  be  rendered  valid  by  what  occurred 
subsequently. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  Lord  Bowden  v.  Simpson,  10  Ad.  &  E. 
793;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  281,  the  agreement  was  made 
before  the  bill  passed.] 

In  that,  and  all  the  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff,  the  agreement  was 
made  with  an  individual,  which  was  afterwards  sanctioned  by  the 
company.     The  East  Anglian  Railways  Company  v.  The  Eastern  Coun-  • 
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ties  Railway  Company^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  23;  s.  c.  7  Eng. 
Rep.  505,  and  the  8  Vict  o.  18,  s.  65,  were  also  referred  to  by  him. 

J.  Addison^  in  reply.  The  case  last  cited  does  not  apply ;  as  there 
the  contract  was  quite  out  of  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the  com- 
pany. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  How  could  this  be  a  fit  appropriation  of 
the  funds,  if  the  defendants  are  to  be  liable  although  they  do  not 
enter?] 

It  might  be. most  expedient  for  the  purposes  of  their  act  to  enter 
into  such  a  contract  as  this.  They  were  buying  powers  to  enter  upon 
and  take  land  which  they  might  or  might  not  ultimately  require.  The 
defendants  rely  on  the  analogy  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act;  but  under  that  statute  (sect.  84,)  the  company  would  be  liable 
to  be  sued  on  their  agreement,  or  on  the  award,  although  they  had 
not  entered.  So  here,  the  money  is  to  be  paid  absolutely  within 
a  reasonable  time,  irrespective  of  there  being  any  entry  upon  the 
land. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Judgment  was  now  delivered  by 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.-  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  our  judgment.  Taking  the  deed  as  set  out  on  oyer,  we 
think  that  there  is  no  breach  well  assigned  upon  it.  The  covenant 
there  (without  saying  any  thing  as  the  declaration  does  about  "rea- 
sonable time")  is  merely  in  these  words:  "That  in  the  event  of  the 
bill  hereinbefore  mentioned  being  passed  in  the  present  session  of 
parliament,  the  said  company  shall,  before  they  shall  enter  upon  any 
part  of  the  lands  of  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Rokewood  Gage,  in  the  said 
county  of  Suffolk,  pay  to  the  said  Sir  T.  R.  Gagp,  his  heirs  or  assigns, 
the  sum  of  4,900/.  purchase-money  for  any  portion  of  his  lands,  not 
exceeding  forty-three  acres,  which  the  said  company  may,  under  the 
powers  of  their  act,  require  and  take  for  the  purposes  of  their  under- 
taking; that  in  addition  to  purchase-money,  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
company  shall  pay  to  the  said  Sir  T.  R.  Gage,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
before  they  shall  enter  upon  any  part  of  the  said  land,  the  sum  of 
7,100/.  as  a  landlord's  compensation  for  the  damage  arising  to  his 
estate  by  the  severance  thereof,  in  respect  of  the  lands,  not  exceeding 
forty-three  acres,  to  be  taken  by  them."  The  question  we  have  to 
determine  is  whether,  the  company  never  having  entered  upon  any 
part  of  the  plaintiff's  lands,  he  is  now  entitled  to  sue  for  these  two 
sums,  or  either  of  them?  The  4,900/.  is  declared  to  be  the  purchase- 
money  for  the  land  to  be  required  and  taken;  and  the  only  time  of 
payment  mentioned  is  before  the  company  enter  on  the  land.  There- 
fore, if  no  land  is  required  or  taken,  and  the  company  never  enter  on 
any  part  of  the  land,  there  seems  great  difficulty  m  saying  that  there 
has  been  a  breach  of  covenant  in  not  paying  the  money.  So,  the 
7,100/.  is  declared  to  be  a  compensation  for  severance  of  the  land 
taken  from  the  rest  of  the  plaintiff's  land,  and  the  same  time  of  pay- 
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ment  is  defined.    But  there  has  been  no  severance  to  be  compensated, 
and  the  time  for  payment  has  not  arrived.     The  deed  does  not  bar- 
gain for  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  absolutely  by  the  company  to 
the  plaintiff  as  a  consideration  for  his  withdrawing  his  opposition  to 
the  bill,  but  provides  a  peculiar  mode  of  estimating  the  value  of  the 
land  to  be  taken,  and  of  the  compensation  to  be  made  for  severance- 
damage,  instead  of  the  modes  pointed  out  by  the  general  acts  upon 
this  subject.     We,  therefore,  do  not  think  that  the  company  can  be 
considered  as  having  absolutely  covenanted  to  pay  12,000Z.  to  the 
plaintiff  in  a  reasonable  time  after  the  passing  of  tl^e  act     If  this 
deed  could  bear  such  a  construction,  we  should  have  thought  it  so  far 
uUra  vires  and  void.     Here  the  railway  company  are  the  covenantor ; 
and  if  the  present  action  lies,  the  capital  paid  up  by  the  shareholders 
must  be  answerable  for  the  damages  to  be  recovered.     We  consider 
that  this  would  be  a  misappropriation  of  the  funds  of  the  company, 
which  the  directors  could  not  lawfully  make.     All  the  cases  relied 
upon  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  are  clearly  distinguished  from  the 
present,  except,  Webb  v.  The  London  and  Portsmouth  Railway  Com- 
pany^ before   Vice- Chancellor  Turner.      Notwithstanding  our  high 
respect  for  that  learned  judge,  we  cannot  concur  in  the  reasons  for  his 
decision;  and  although  it  has  not  been  expressly  overturned,  its  autho- 
rity was  greatly  shaken  when  it  came  before  the  Lords  Justices  of 
Appeal.     We  do  not  feel  it  necessary  to  give  any  opinion  upon  the 
case  of  Bland  v.  Crowley^  in  which  the  learned  judges  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  were  divided,  as  the  deed  there  discussed  varies  mate- 
rially from  the  present     Nor  would  it  be  proper  to  give  any  opinion 
upon  Stuart  v.  The  London  and  Northwestern  Railway  Company^  as 
we  learn  that  when  it  came  before  the  Lords  Justices  of  Appeal  it  was 
sent  by  them  to  be  decided  in  a  court  of  law.     We  are  happy  to 
think  that  the  question  in  this  case  being  on  the  record,  it  may  be 
brought  before  a  court  of  error.     In  the  meanwhile,  there  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


Timmis  and  Wife  v.  Gibbins,  Public  OflScer,  &c.^ 

Jaue  3,  1852. 

Money  lent — Money  had  and  received — Deposit  of  worthless  Secu- 
rity—  Failure  of  Consideration. 

M.  W.  deposited  certain  coantrr  bank  notes,  payable  in  London,  representing  80/.  in  valne, 
with  a  banking  company,  and  receiyed  the  following  memorandanii  signed  bj  the  mana- 
p^r :  — "  Receiyed  of  M.  W.  80/.,  for  which  we  are  accountable.  80/.,  at  3/.  per  cent, 
interest,  with  fourteen  days  notice."  The  notes  were  sent  on  the  same  eyening  hy  post  to 
the  London  agents  of  tae  banking  company,  and  were  presented  on  the  next  daj,  and 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  8.)  Q.  B.  408. 
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refased  payment.  They  were  retransmitted  by  that  night's  post  to  the  banking  company, 
who  on  the  following  day  gave  notice  of  dishonor  to  M.  W.,  and  tendered  to  him  the  notes, 
which  he  refused.  It  turned  out  that  the  bank  which  had  issued  the  notes  had  stopped 
parent  npon  the  day  when  M.  W.  made  the  deposit  with  the  banking  company,  but  tnat 
neither  M.  W.  nor  the  banking  company  were  then  aware  of  this. 

Held,  that,  under  the  above  circumstances,  M.  W.  coold  not  maintain  an  action,  either  for 
money  lent  or  for  money  had  and  received,  against  the  banking  company. 

Debt,  for  money  lent  by  the  female  plaintiff  dum  sola^  to  the 
defendant,  as  public  officer  of  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company, 
for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant,  as  such  public  officer, 
for  the  use  of  the  female  plaintiff  dum  solUy  and  on  an  account  stated 
between  her  dum  sola  and  the  defendant,  as  such  public  officer,  &c. 

Plea,     Never  indebted. 

There  was  another  issue,  upon  which  the  jury  were  discharged  by 
consent. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Staffordshire  spring  assi- 
zes, 1852,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  against  the  de- 
fendant, as  public  officer  of  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company, 
under  the  following  circumstances :  —  The  "female  plaintiff  being 
possessed  of  certain  notes  of  the  Stourbridge  Bank,  amounting  to 
80/.,  which  were  payable  there  or  at  Messrs.  Glyn  &  Co.'s,  London, 
on  the  26th  of  June,  1851,  before  her  marriage,  deposited  them  at  the 
branch  of  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company  at  Dudley,  and  re- 
ceived the  following  memorandum,  signed  by  the  manager  of  that 
branch  bank : — 

"  Received  of  Mary  Weal  80/.,  for  which  we  are  accountable.  For 
the  directors  and  proprietors  of  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company. 
R.  H.  Smith,  manager. 

"  80/.,  at  3/.  per  cent  interest,  with  fourteen  days'  notice." 

These  notes  were,  on  the  evening  of  the  26th  of  June,  sent  from 
Dudley,  by  post,  to  Messrs.  Jones,  Loyd  &  Co.,  the  London  agents 
of  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company,  and  were  by  them  presented, 
on  the  27tb,  at  Messrs.  Glyn  &  Co.'s  bank,  in  London,  and  refused 
payment.  They  were  re-transmitted  by  that  night's  post  to  the  Bir- 
mingham Banking  Company,  who,  on  the  following  day,  the  28th, 
gave  notice  of  their  dishonor  to  the  female  plaintiff,  and  tendered  her 
the  notes,  which  she  refused  to  receive.  The  Stourbridge  bank  stopped 
payment  on  the  26th,  and  never  opened  after  that  day,  but  neither  party 
was  aware  of  this  at  the  time  of  the  deposit.  Dudley  is  about  five 
Vdles  from  Stourbridge.  Upon  these  facts,  the  learned  judge  directed 
the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  leave  to  enter 
the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
banking  company  were  liable.  A  rule  nisi  having  accordingly  been 
obtained,  — 
« 

Alexander  and  Qicmce  now  showed  cause.  The  banking  company 
are  not  liable,  under  these  circumstances,  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
notes.  This  was  a  bargain,  the  consideration  for  which  has  failed, 
and  there  being  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs 
cannot  recover.  In  Camidge  v.  AUenby^  6  B.  &  C.  373 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J. 
Rep.  K.  B.  95,  which  was  cited  at  Nisi  Prius,  there  was  laches, 

6* 
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as  the  notes  were  never  presented  for  payment,  and  the  decision  pro- 
ceeded on  that  ground.  Rogers  v.  Longford^  1  Cr.  &  M.  637,  and 
Turner  v.  Slones,  1  Dowl.  &  L.  P.  C.  122 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Q.  B.  303,  turned  on  the  same  objection.  It  may  be  said  that,  as  the 
deposit  was  only  repayable  on  fourteen  days'  notice,  the  banking 
company  took  upon  themselves  all  risk  of  the  notes  turning  out  worth- 
less ;  but  it  is  clear  that  the  word  "  accountable  "  is  used  subject  to 
its  being  ascertained  that  they  were  valid  securities. 

Keating  and  Gray^  in  support  of  the  rule.  Where  a  note,  payable 
to  bearer,  is  received  as  cash,  and  it  afterwards  turns  out  to  be  value- 
less, the  risk  falls  upon  the  party  receiving  it,  unless  he  has  before 
indorsed  it  away  for  value.  • 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  it  is  payable  to  bearer,  I  cannot  see 
what  difference  the  indorsement  can  make.] 

It  is  so  laid  down  by  the  judges  in  Camidge  v.  AUenby. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  You  make  no  distinction  between  a  party 
with  whom  notes  are  deposited,  and  a  creditor  to  whom  they  are 
paid  in  discharge  of  an  antecedent  debt.] 

This  is  in  fact  a  purchase  of  the  notes  by  the  banking  company. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  could  under  no  circumstances  be 
entitled  to  recover  back  the  very  notes  delivered  to  the  banking  com- 
pany. Bull.  N.  P.  277,  and  'Bie  Bank  of  England  v.  Newman^  1  Ld. 
Raym.  442,  were  referred  to. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  This  is,  if  any  thing,  money  had  and  received. 
But  as  no  money  has  been  in  fact  received,  there  is  no  consideration 
for  the  implied  promise.] 

The  notes  are  what  they  purported  to  be,  notes  of  the  Stourbridge 
Bank,  and  they  were  received  and  treated  as  money.  If  they  bad 
been  taken  merely  as  negotiable  securities  a  question  of  laches  might 
arise,  but  no  such  question  can  arise  where  they  are  treated  as  cash. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If,  without  fraud,  I  go  to  a  banker's,  and 
asK  for  cash  for  a  note  of  a  bank  long  since  stopped,  what  is  the  state 
of  things  ?] 

There  would  probably  be  a  warranty  that  the  note  was  worth  what 
it  purp^s  to  be,  and  so  the  party  bringing  it  would  bear  the  loss. 
There  is  a  difference  taken  in  the  cases  bet>K^een  negotiable  securities, 
paid  for  goods  sold  at  the  time  and  for  an  antecedent  debt.  Ward  v. 
Evans,  2  Ld.  Raym.  928,  Pott  v.  Cleggy  16  Mee.  &  W.  321 ;  s.  c.  16  La  ^ 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  210.     This  is  in  fact  a  discounting  of  the  notesT 

iLoRD  Campbell,  C.  J.     I  cannot  see  how  this  differs  from  the 
inary  case  of  a  worthless  note,  paid  in  to  a  banker's,  to  be  drawn 
out  by  check  in  the  usual  way.] 

Here  there  is  an  agreement  to  take  the  notes  as  money,  and  a 
specific  contract  that  the  amount  is  not  to  be  called  for  under  four- 
teen days. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  action  cannot 
be  maintained  either  for  money  lent  or  for  money  had  and  received 
to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs.    No  doubt,  both  parties  at  the  time  of 
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the  deposit  believed  these  notes  to  be  valuable  gecurities,  and  that  the 
Stourbridge  Bank  was  solvent.  This,  however,  turned  out  not  to  be 
the  case,  and  the  notes  were,  in  fact,  of  no  value  whatever.  No 
laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  Birmingham  Banking  Company,  be- 
cause they  immediately  sent  the  notes  to  London,  and  after  they  were 
returned  to  them  dishonored,  they  gave  notice  of  the  dishonor  to  the 
female  plaintiff.  The  case  is  just  the  same  as  if  the  maker  of  these 
notes  had  been  insolvent  long  before,  and  neither  party  had  been 
aware  of  it.  It  could  not  be  said  that  either  of  these  counts  could 
have  been  supported  under  such  circumstances.  There  was  a  com- 
plete failure  of  the  consideration  upon  which  the  defendant's  promise 
was  founded.  But  it  is  argued  that  you  can  resolve  the  transaction 
into  a  sale  of  a  negotiable  instrument,  and  that  the  maxim  caveat 
emptor  applies ;  but  it  ia  impossible  here  to  say  that  there  was  any 
sale.  All  that  was  intended  was  a  deposit  to  be  repaid,  not  imme- 
diately, but  on  fourteen  days'  notice.  No  money  was,  in  truth,  de- 
posited, but  only  this  security,  which  has  turned  out  to  be  worthless. 
The  proposition  contended  for  cannot  be  supported,  that  there  is  any 
general  rule,  that  whex.e  bank  notes  are  paid,  they  are  alwavs  paid  at 
the  risk  of  the  party  receiving  them,  except  where  they  are  paid  in  respect 
of  an  antecedent  debt  As  I  put  it  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  if  I  go 
to  get  change  for  a  note,  and  it  turns  out  that  the  bank  issuing  it  has 
stopped  payment,  it  is.  admitted  that  the  loss  would  fall  on  the  party 
asking  for  the  change.  I  feel  great  difficulty  in  seeing  any  distinction  * 
between  payment  for  goods  sold  at  the  time,  and  payment  for  them 
at  a  future  day.  In  both  cases  it  is  a  transaction  of  buying  and 
selling ;  and  even  where  the  money  is  paid  over  the  counter  there 
must  be  some  interval  during  which  the  buyer  was  a  debtor.  But  on 
that  point  it  is  not  necessary  to  give  any  decided  opinion.  I  think 
the  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise  has  wholly  failed,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  no  cause  of  action.  « 

Coleridge,  J.  In  this  case  we  must  lay  out  of  consideration  any 
question  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  laches  on  that  of 
the  defendant.  The  sole  point  is,  who  is  to  bear  the  loss?  In  justice 
it  should  be  the  plaintiffs.  The  wife  brought  to  the  defendant  what 
she  represented  as  so  much  money's  worth,  and  it  has  turned  out  not 
to  be  of  any  value.  Why,  then,  is  the  defendant  to  suffer  ?  This  is 
tlte  common  sense  view  of  the  question,  and  the  law  is  quite  in  accor- 
dance with  it.  There  is  a  general  rule,  that  a  party  paying  money 
in  ignorance  of  a  fact  may  recover  it  back. as  money  had  and  received 
to  his  use.  And  in  like  manner,  if  a  party  makes  a  promise  under  a 
mistake  of  fact,  the  consideration  for.  his  promise  fails.  Here,  there 
was  a  representation  that  these  notes  were  money's  worth  ?  I  do  not 
go  so  far  as  to  say  there  was  any  warranty  that  they  were  so.  The 
aefendant  accepted  them  as  money,  and  gave  a  receipt  for  them  as 
such,  and  it  afterwards  turned  out  that  this  was  an  error.  Whether 
the  plaintiffs  rely  upon  one  count  or  the  other,  they  are  bound  to 
show  that  money  was  actually  lent  to  or  received  by  the  defendant 
Pnmd  facie  they  do  this  by  putting  in  the  receipt,  but  it  turns  out 
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that  it  was  given  nnder  a  mistake  of  fact.  Sorely  the  defendant  must 
be  at  liberty  to  show  that  this  is  so,  and  that  no  money  was  ever 
received  by  him,  and  so  to  answer  the  primd  facie  case  of  the  plaintiffs. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  I  entertain  the  same  opinion  now  as  I  did  at  the 
trial,  that  the  plaintiffs  can  recover  on  neither  count  The  count  for 
money  had  and  received,  supposing  the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  succeed 
at  aU,  would  be  the  one  most  applicable  to  the  case.  The  female 
plaintiff  proposed  to  deposit  a  sum  of  money  with  the  banking  com- 
pany upon  receiving  an  accountable  receipt  for  it  At  that  time  it 
was  assumed,  by  both  parties,  that  these  notes'  were  of  the  value 
which  they  purported  to  be,  and  on  that  footing  the  banking  company 
agreed  to  be  accountable  for  the  sxmi  specified  in  the  receipt  It, 
however,  turned  out  that  the  notes  were  not  of  that  value ;  indeed, 
they  were  of  no  value  at  all,  and  that  without  any  fault  on  the  part 
of  the  banking  company.  The  promise,  therefore,  which  would  have 
been  implied  on  their  part,  wholly  failed.  On  the  ground,  therefore, 
of  failure  of  consideration,  this  action  cannot  be  supported,  and  the 
case  differs  entirely  from  that  cited,  where  the  bill  was  purchased, 
because  here  there  was  nothing  in  the  shape  of  a  purchase.  Many 
of  the  cases  cited  have  no  direct  application  to  the  question  before 
us.  Nice  distinctions  have  been  suggested,  whether,  when  a  debt  is 
paid  by  paper  money,  which  turns  out  to  be  valueless,  the  party  re- 
ceiving it  can  recover  upon  the  original  consideration,  audit  has  been 
said  that  he  can  if  the  payment  is  made  in  consideration  of  a  prece- 
dent debt,  but  that  it  is  different  where  it  is  the  case  of  money  paid 
over  the  counter  upon  a  present  sale.  In  that  case  it  is  looked  upon 
as  a  sale,  and  the  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  applies.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  that  point,  as  here  there  was  no  sale  at  all  and  no 
debt  between  the  parties. 

•  Riile  discharged,  ^ 

^  In  America  the  qaesdon  has  oftexi  tained,  on  the  ground  that  the  identical 

arisen,  whether  the  payment  of  a  debt,  in  bills  paid  were  receiTed  as  payment,  fer  se, 

bank  bills,  of  a  bank  which  had  at  the  wheUier  they  were  good  or  bad ;  if  not, 

time  of  soch  payment  actoally  £uled  and  they  are  in  conflict  with  the  current  of 

become  insolvent,  but  which  was  unknown  authority.     The  same  general  principles 

to  both  parties,  is  a  good  payment  or  not  apply  to  a  payment  ma^e  in  counterfeit 

The  cases  are  not  entirely  haimonious  on  bills  or  coin.     United  Stales  Bank  v.  Bank 

the  subject,  but  the  weight  of  authority  of  Creorgia^  10  Wheaton,  383,  (1825); 

seems  to  be,  that  such  a  payment  is  not  a  MarkU  y. Ha^ld^  2  Johnson, 455,  ( 1807) ; 

Talid  dischaxge  of  the  debt     Wamwright  Thomas  y.  Todd^  6  Hill,   (N.  Y.)  340, 

V.   Webster,  H   Vermont,  676,   (1839);  (1844) ;  JBaT^raw  y.  Diwenierry,  2  Hawks, 

(;i6iumy.Pedb,llYennont,  516,  (1839);  826,  (1823);  Anderson  y,   Hawkins,  3 

Fogg  y.  Sawyer,  9  New  Hampshire,  865,  Hawks,  568,  (1825) ;  PindaU  y.  North- 

(1838]) ;  LighOody  y.  Ontario  Bank,*  11  western  Bank,  7  Leigh,  617,  (1836) ;  Mudd 

Wendell,  1,  (1833);  affirmed  on  error,  y.  iZeeves,  2  Harris  &  Johnson,  368,  (1808); 

13  Wendell,  101,  (1884) ;  Frontier  Bank  Wilson  y.  Alexander,  3  Scammon,  392, 

y.  Morse,  22  Maine,  88,  (1842) ;  Contri,  (1842) ;  Ea^  Bank  y.  Smith,  5  Connecti- 

Bayard  y.  Shunk,  1  Watts  &  Sergeant,  cut,  71,  (1823) ;  Young  y,  Adams,  ^^Usssir 

92,(1841);  Stni^^tfy.  G^,8Yexger,175,  chusetts,  182,  (1810);  Simms  y.  Clarke', 

(1835);  XouTTtfy  y.  IfurrcU,  2  Porter,  280,  11  Illinois,  137,  (1S49).     But  such  bill 

(1835).  must  be  returned  to  the  party  paying  in  a 

Perhaps  these  last  cases  may  be  sus-  reasonable  time. 
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Bateman  v.  Bluck.^ 

Jane  10  and  18,  1852. 

Highway — Tlioroughfare —  Right  to  remove  Obstruction  —  Necessity 

to  use  Way  obstructed — Pleading, 

A  public  highway  may,  in  point  of  law,  exist  over  a  place  which  is  not  a  thoronghfarc. 

To  a  declaration  in  trespass  for  entering  the  plaintiff's  close  and  palling  down  a  wall  there, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  close  in  question  was  a  paved  puolic  place,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Metropolitan  Paving  Act  (57  Geo.  3,  c  29),  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  unlaw- 
fully, and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  erected  thereon  the  said  wall ;  and 
because  the  said  wall,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  remained  incnmbering  the  said  public 
pavement,  and  because  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  request  of  the  defendant,  refused  to  remove 
the  same,  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  said  close  and  palled  down  the  said  wall : — 

j%/^,  (after  verdict  for  the  defendant)  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  show  any  necessi^ 
for  the  defendant's  using  the  portion  of  the  pavement  obstractcd  by  the  wall,  or  that  it 
interfered  with  the  exercise  of  nis  right  of  passage. 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  a  close  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
parish  of  St  Sepulchre,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  pulling  down 
and  destroying  a  wall  of  the  plaintiff  there. 

Pleas  —  First,  not  guilty ;  second,  that  the  said  close  in  which,  &c., 
and  the  said  wall,  were  not,  nor  was  either  of  them,  the  close  or  wall 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Third  plea,  that  the  said  parish  of  St  Sepulchre  was,  before  and  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  (Metropolitan  Paving 
Act),  a  part  of  the  metropolis  included  within  the  weekly  bills  of  mor- 
tality, and  that  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  at  the  said  time  when, 
&c.,  was  a  paved  public  place  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  that  is  to  say,  a  public 
footway  pavement,  which  had  been  and  then  was  paved,  cleansed, 
and  lighted  by  and  under  the  authority  of  the  commissioners  for  the 
time  being,  appointed  and  acting  under  and  in  pursuance  of  a  certain 
other  act  of  parliament  (12  Geo.  3,  c.  68),  and  that  the  said  close 
in  which,  &c.,  was  not  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  nor  was  any  part 
thereof,  a  turnpike  road  or  any  part  of  any  turnpike  road  ;  and  that 
just  before  the  said  time  when,&c.,  the  plaintiff  had,  contrary  to,  and 
in  violation  of,  the  provisions  of  the  first-mentioned  act,  unlawfully 
laid  in  and  upon  the  said  public  footway  pavement  divers  bricks  and 
divers  quantities  of  mortar  and  rubbish,  and  had  therewith  formed 
and  constructed  in  and  upon  the  said  pavement  the  wall  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned ;  and  because  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  the  said 
wall  remained  and  continued  on  and  incumbering  the  said  public 
pavement,  and  because  the  plaintiff  then,  upon  the  reasonable  request 
of  the  defendant,  refused  to  remove  the  same,  the  defendant,  at  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  entered  upon  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  for  the 
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purpose  of  pulling  down,  and  did  then  pull  down  the  said  wall,  and 
removed  the  bricks  and  other  materials  thereof  to  a  small  and  con- 
venient distance,  and  there  left  the  same  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiff, 
doing  no  unnecessary  damage;  qtus  est  eadem^  &c. 

Fourth  plea,  that  before  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  there  was, 
and  of  right  ought  to  have  been^  into,  through,  over,  and  along  the 
said  close  in  which,  &c.,  a  public  and  common  highway  for  all  the 
queen's  subjects  to  go,  return,  &c.,  on  foot,  at  their  own  will  and  plea- 
sure, and  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  a  dwelling  house  abut- 
ting on  and  having  a  door  opening  into  the  said  highway ;  and 
because  the  plaintiff  had  wrongfully  erected  in  and  upon  the  said 
highway  the  said  wall,  so  near  to  the  said  door  of  the  defendant  as  to 
obstruct  the  same,  so  that  the  defendant  could  not,  without  prostrating 
the  said  wall,  pass  along  the  said  highway  into  and  from  his  said 
house ;  and  because  the  plaintiff  refused  upon  reasonable  request  of 
the  deJTendant,  then  made  in  that  behalf,  to  remove  the  said  wall,  the 
defendant  entered  upon  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  for  the  purpose 
of  pulling  down  and  did  pull  down  the  said  wall. 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  first  and  second  pleas,  and  to  the 
third  plea  replied  that  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  was  not  at  the  said 
time  when,  &c.,  a  paved  public  place  within  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  the  said  act ;  and  to  the  fourth  plea  traversed  the  existence  of 
a  highway  over  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  on  which  replications 
issues  were  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Coleridge,  J.,  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster,  in 
Easter  term,  1852,  it  appeared  that  the  locus  in  quo  was  a  passage 
leading  from  the  public  street  up  to  a  court,  called  Hat  and  Mitre 
Court,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was  the 
owner,  and  which  consisted  of  fourteen  or  fifteen  houses.  There  was 
no  thoroughfare  through  the  court.  The  defendant  had  a  house  abut- 
ting on  this  passage,  into  which  a  doorway  had  been  opened  by  the 
defendant.  The  plaintiff  required  the  defendant  to  block  up  this 
door,  which  he  refused  to  do,  and  consequently  the  plaintiff  directed  a 
wall  to  be  built  in  the  court  so  as  to  block  up  the  defendant's  door- 
way. This  wall  the  defendant  knocked  down  while  it  was  being 
erected,  which  was  the  trespass  complained  of.  The  wall  was  erected 
on  the  pavement  of  the  passage,  which  had  been  paved  at  the  request 
of  the  plaintiff,  by  the  commissioners,  under  the  local  act  for  paving 
the  parish  of  St.  Sepulchre,  and  it  had  always  been  lighted  by  the 
parish.  It  was  objected,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  third  and  fourth 
pleas  were  not  proved,  because  this  court  and  passage  were  not  such 
a  public  place  as  was  contemplated  by  the  Metropolitan  Paving  Act, 
and  that  not  being  a  thoroughfare  it  could  not  be  a  highway.  The 
learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  these  two  pleas  were  proved,  and 
a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  first  issue,  and  on  so 
much  of  the  second  issue  as  related  to  the  wall,  and  for  the  defendant 
on  the  residue  of  the  second  issue,  and  on  the  third  and  fourth  issues; 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  on 
the  third  and  fourth  issues,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they 
were  not  proved  by  the  defendant. 
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A  rule  niH  to  enter  the  verdict  accordingly,  and  also  for  judgment 
non  obstante  veredkio  on  the  third  plea,  having  been  obtained, — 

Montague  Chambers  and  Lush  now  showed  cause.  First,  as  to  the 
objection  that  this  cannot  be  a  highway  because  there  is  no  thorough- 
fare. This  point  has  never  been  solemnly  decided ;  but,  in  TTie  This- 
tees  of  the  Rugby  Giariiy  v.  Merryweather^  11  East,  375,  n.,  Lord 
Kenyon  expressed  an  opinion  that  it  makes  no  difference  in  this  re- 
spect that  a  place  is  not  a  thoroughfare,  if  the  public  have  been  per- 
mitted to  use  it.  "  If  it  were  otherwise,"  he  says,  "in  such  a  great 
town  as  this,  it  would  be  a  trap  to  make  people  trespassers."  In 
Woodyer  v.  Hodden^  5  Taunt.  125,  Chambre,  J.,  refers  to  that  decision, 
having  been  counsel  in  the  cause,  and  states  that  it  was  acquiesced 
in,  and  shows  the  great  mischief  which  would  arise  froni  holding 
otherwise. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  a  way  is  not  used  in  exercise  of  a  right 
of  passage,  what  use  can  the  public  make  of  it  ?] 

In  Wood  V.  Vealy  5  B.  &  Aid.  454,  Abbott,  C.  J.,  intimated  that  there 
can  be  no  public  highway  which  is  not  a  thoroughfare,  because  the- 
public  at  large  cannot  well  be  in  the  use  of  it  But  they  may  acquire 
the  right  of  going  over  the  soil  at  their  free  will  and  pleasure,  although 
they  do  not  pass  through  the  locus  in  quo.  Then,  as  to  the  third  plea. 
The  jury  have  found  that  this  is  a  public  place  within  the  meaning  of^ 
the  Metropolitan  Paving  Act.  But  it  is  objected  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment,  notwithstanding  this  verdict,  because  a  private 
person  has  ito  right  to  abate  an  obstruction  in  a  public  highway,  un- 
less it  interferes  with  him  in  passing  along  it ;  and  Dimes  v.  Petley, 
15  Q.  B.  Rep.  276 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  449,  was  cited  for 
this.  But  that  case  is  very  different.  •  It  was  an  action  for  negligence 
in  navigating  a  vessel  on  the  Thames,  and  damaging  the  plaintiff's 
jetty,  which  projected  into  the  river ;  and  it  not  being  shown  that 
there  was  any  necessity  for  the  defendant  to  navigate  his  vessel  over 
that  part  of  the  river  where  the  nuisance  existed,  the  plea  was  held 
bad.  But  here  there  was  a  request  to  the  plaintiff  to  remove  the  ob- 
struction, and  that  not  having  been  done,  the  defendant  had  a  right 
to  pull  it  down.  The  Metropolitan  Paving  Act,  57  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  s. 
65,  makes  a  special  provision  for  the  protection  of  public  places  withift 
that  act. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  imposes  a  penalty ;  but  does  it,  there- 
fore, enable  an  individual  to  take  the  law  into  his  own  hands  ?  A 
party  can  only  abate  an  obstruction  so  far  as  is  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  exercise  his  own  right  Here  your  plea  does  not  connect  the 
defendant's  house  with  the  way,  or  show  that  there  was  any  necessity 
for  him  to  use  it] 

A  permanent  obstruction,  such  as  this,  must  necessarily  be  an  ob- 
struction to  passengers ;  and  the  defendant,  as  one  of  the  public,  had 
a  right  to  use  the  way,  and  consequently  had  a  right  to  remove  the 
obstruction. 

Garth  {Kfunoles  was  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule.    First,  as  to 
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entering  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  fourth  plea,  there  was  no 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  this  was  a  public  highway,  as  it  is  9 
mere  cul-dc'Sac^  and  no  thoroughfare. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  May  not  a  square  having  only  one  en- 
trance be  a  highway  ?] 

Possibly  that  might  be  so,  if  the  public  had  acquired  a  free  right  of 
passage  round  it 

[Coleridge,  J.  According  to  the  finding,  it  must  be  taken  that 
there  has  been  a  user  of  the  way  by  the  public.] 

Except  the  fact  of  paving  and  lighting,  there  was  nothing  to  show 
that  this  was  any  thing  more  than  a  private  way  to  the  houses  of  the 
plaintiff.  A  highway  is  defined  in  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  32,  s.  1.  The 
Rugby  Charity  Trustees  v.  Merryweather^  is  dissented  from  by  Mans- 
field, C.  J.,  in  Woodyer  v.  Hodden^  in  which  case  the  facts  were  much 
stronger  in  favor  of  it  being  a  highway  than  they  are  here ;  and  yet 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury  of  its  being  a 
highway. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  There  was  there  no  dedication  to  *the 
public] 

There  was  at  least  as  much  evidence  of  dedication  as  here  ;  but  it 
seems  to  have  been  treated  by  the  court  as  a  question  of  law  whether 
a  highway  could  exist  without  a  thoroughfare.  In  Wood  v.  Veal^ 
^Iso,  it  was  doubted  by  two  of  the  judges  whether  such  a  highway 
could  exist  Then,  as  to  the  third  plea.  (He  was  here  stopped  by  the 
court) 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  third  plea  is 
bad  in  point  of  law,  though  it  was  proved  in  point  of  fact.  It  was 
made  out  that  this  was  a  public  place  within  the  meaning  of  the  Me- 
tropolitan Paving  Act,  but  the  plea  does  not  show  that  the  defendant 
was  at  all  justified  in  removing  the  obstruction  erected  by  the  plain- 
tiff, or  in  committing  a  trespass  by  reason  of  any  right  which  he  had 
or  required  to  exercise  over  that  public  place.  According  to  Dimes  v. 
Petley^  that  should  be  made  out  A  person  cannot  at  his  pleasure  go 
into  a  public  highway  and  remove  an  obstruction  which  may  happen 
to  be  there.  He  must  show  some  necessity  for  his  goihg  over  th&part 
obstructed.  If,  therefore,  the  third  plea  had  been  the  only  plea  on  the 
record,  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  entitled  to  judgment  gene- 
rally ;  but  as  I  think  the  fourth  plea  shows  a  good  defence  which  is 
proved  in  fact,  the  plaintiff  will  only  have  judgment  non  obstante  vere* 
dicto  on  the  issue  raised  by  the  third  plea.  The  fourth  plea  alleges  a 
public  highway  as  existing  over  the  place  in  question.  We  must 
take  it  that  there  is  a  good  finding  on  this  issue,  unless  there  cannot 
in  point  of  law  be  a  highway  where  there  is  no  thoroughfare.  Now 
such  a  position  cannot,  I  think,  be  supported.  There  may  or  there 
may  not  be  a  highway  under  such  circumstances.  It  would  be  very 
strong  to  hold  that  there  can  be  no  highway,  even  where  there  has 
been  an  express  dedication  to  a  public  purpose,  because  the  place  is 
no  thoroughfare.  There  may  be  a  large  square  with  only  one  en- 
trance to  it,  and  if  the  owner  allow*  the  public  to  use  it  without 
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restriction  for  a  great  many  years,  he  cannot  afterwards  turn  round 
and  say  they  were  all  trespassers.  That  would  be,  as  said  by  Lord 
Kenyon,  a  trap  to  make  people  trespassers.  In  The  Trustees  of  the 
Rvffby  Charity  v.  MerrywecUher,  liord  Kenyon  laid  it  down  that  there 
might  be  a  public  highway  where  there  was  a  cul-de-sacj  and  that  it 
was  a  question  for  a  jury,  on  the  evidence,  whether  such  a  place  was 
a  highway  or  not  I  do  not  find  that  that  case  has  ever  been  ex- 
pressly overruled.  In  the  other  cases  referred  to,  the  judges  do  not 
hold  that  such  a  highway  cannot  exist,  but  only  say  that  there  is  no 
evidence  of  there  being  a  highway.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  rests  on 
the  principle  of  convenience,  that  there  may  be  a  highway  without  a 
thoroughfare,  and  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  what  is  laid  down  by 
Hawkins,  and  other  text  writers  on  the  subject  The  jury  having 
here  found  that  there  was  a  highway,  the  fourth  plea  is  made  out, 
and,  being  unobjectionable  in  point  of  law,  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  judgment  upon  it      ' 

Coleridge,  J.  The  question  for  the  court  now  arises  on  the  issue 
raised  by  the  fourth  plea.  The  facts  proved  are,  that  there  is  a  pub- 
lic street,  and  at  the  side  a  passage  leading  to  a  court,  consisting  of 
about  fifteen  houses,  which  belong  to  the  plaintiff.  The  passage  had 
been  paved  by  the  commissioners,  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff.  It 
had  always  been  lighted  by  the  parish  authorities.  The  jury  have 
found  that  this  is  a  public  highway.  They  must,  therefore,  have  been 
satisfied  by  the  evidence  that  there  had  been  a  dedication  to  the 
public  and  an  user  by  them.  This  finding  must  be  considered  as 
satisfactory.  Then  is  there  any  legal  impossibility  in  there  being  a 
highway  where  there  is  no  thoroughfare,  and  in  a  place  like  this, 
where  ail  the  houses  belong  to  one  person  ?  I  think  no  such  legal 
impossibility  has  been  established.  It  is  said  that  it  must  be  assumed 
to  be  only  a  private  way,  for  the  use  of  the  occupiers  of  the  houses. 
But  the  question  is,  whether  ihere  has  been  a  dedication  to  the  pub- 
lic and  a  firee  use  of  the  way  by  them.  More  or  less  user  may  be 
capable  of  being  proved  according  to  the  size  and  nature  of  the  place, 
but  we  are  not  now  considering  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  but  only 
whether  the  verdict  can  possibly  be  supported. 

Erle,  J.  The  question  is,  whether  there  can  be  in  law  a  highway 
where  no  thoroughfare  exists.  It  seems  to  «ie  clear  from  the  autho- 
rities that  there  can  be  such  a  highway ;  and  convenience  requires 
that  this  should  be  so.  It  is  for  the  jury  to  consider  whether,  on  the 
whole  of  the  facts  proved,  they  will  presume  a  dedication  to  the  pub- 
lic. We  must  take  it  that  they  have  found  a  dedication  here,  and 
there  is  certainly  some  evidence  of  that  fact 

Crompton,  J.  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  in  law,  there  may  be  a 
highway  in  a  place  like  this.  It  is  always  a  strong  observation  to  a 
jury  that  the  way  leads  nowhere ;   still,  if  they  are  satisfied  that 
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it  is  a  highway  in  point  of  fact,  I  know  of  no  objection  to  their 
being  so. 

Rule  absolute  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto  on  the  third 
plea. 

Rule  to  enter  the  verdict  on  the  fourth  plea  discharged. 


Mardall  v.  Thelluson  &  others,  Executors,  &c.,  of  W.  Theobald, 

deceased.^ 

Jane  18,  1852. 

Set-off — Debt  due  to  Executor — 2  Geo.  2,  c.  22. 

Where  a  defendant  is  sued  as  execator  for  a  debt  which  accrued  due  from  his  testator  duriag 
his  lifetime,  he  may  set  off  a  debt  which  has  accrued  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  him  as 
executor  since  the  oeath  of  his  testator. 

Such  debts  are  mutual,  and  due  in  the  same  right,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  22 ; 
the  second  dause  of  which,  authorizing  the  BetK>ff  against  an  executor  of  debts  due  from 
the  testator,'  does  not  limit  the  operation  of  the  preceding  clause. 

[Blakedey  y.  SnudhDood^  8  Q.  B.  ^p.  538,  approyed.  Shipman  y.  Thompsoriy  Willes,  B.  103, 
explained.   Eds.] 

Assumpsit.  The  first  three  counts  were  for  work  and  labor  done, 
and  for  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  for  W.  Theobald,  in  his  lifetime, 
and  for  money  due  from  the  said  W.  Theobald  to  the  plaintiff,  upon 
an  account  stated  between  them,  alleging  promises  by  W.  Theobald 
in  his  lifetime.  The  fourth  was  a  special  count  upon  a  contract  made 
by  W.  Theobald  with  the  plaintiff.  The  last  count  was  upon  an 
account  stated  by  the  defendants  as  executors  with  the  plaintiff  after 
the  said  death  of  W.  Theobald,  alleging  a  promise  by  the  defendants 
as  executors. 

Pleas  {inter  alia),  non  assumpsit  to  the  whole  declaration;  and  to 
the  first,  second,  third,  and  last  counts  a  set-off  for  money  had  and 
received  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  use  of  the  defendants  as  executors, 
and  for  money  found  to.be  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants, 
as  executors,  upon  an  account  stated  between  them. 

At  the  trial,  before  Lor4  Campbell,  C.  J.,  at  the  sittings  in  Middle- 
sex, after  Hilary  term  last,  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  on  the  fourth 
count,  and  on  the  issue  raised  'by  non  assumpsit  to  the  common 
counts,  and  proof  having  been  given  of  the  set-off,  a  verdict  was 
entered  for  the  defendants  on  that  issue.  In  the  ensuing  term  a  rule 
nisi  for  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto,  upon  the  issue  raised  by  the 
plea  of  set-off,  having  been  obtained,  — 

1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  410. 
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ChannelL,  Serg.  and  G  W.  Wood^  showed  cause.^  In  order  to  enti- 
tle the  plaintiff  to  judgment  non  obstante  veredicto^  it  must  appear, 
not  only  that  the  plea  is  bad  in  law,  but  also  that  there  is  a  confes- 
sion of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  Such  a  judgment  is  in  some 
of  the  old  books  called  a  judgment  by  confession.  Stephen  on  Plead- 
ing, 107.  Here  there  is  no  confessiwi  upon  the  record  of  any  sum 
being  due  to  the  plaintiff  upon  the  common  counts.  A  plea  of  set- 
off is  not  in  confession  and  avoidance. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.     I  should  have  thought  it  peculiarly  so.] 

But,  admitting  that  to  be  so,  this  plea  is  good  in  law.  The  objec- 
tion made  to  it  is,  that  as  the  plaintiff  sues  for  work  and  labor  done 
for  the  testator,  and  alleges  a  promise  to  the  testator,  a  plea  setting 
off  a  debt  due  to  the  defendants  as  executors  cannot  be  supported ; 
and,  because  it  is  pleaded  to  all  the  counts  generally,  and  is  bad  as 
to  one  of  them,  therefore  it  is  bad  altogether.  But  the  rule  which  has 
prevailed  in  actions  by  executors,  does  not  extend  to  actions  against 
executors.  In  Williams  on  Exec  1473,  3d  edit,  it  is  said — ^IBy 
statute  2  Geo.  2,  c.  22,  s.  13,  where  either  party  sues  or  is  sued  as 
executor  or  administrator,  where  there  are  mutual  debts  between  the 
testator  or  intestate  and  either  party,  one  debt  may  be  set  against  the 
other.  But  in  an  action  by  an  executor  in  his  own  name  to  recover 
money  due  to  the  testator  in  his  lifetime,  and  received  by  the  defend- 
ant after  his  death,  the  defendant  cannot  set  off  a  debt  due  to  him 
from  the  testator."  In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  is  enforcing  a 
demand  due  from  the  testator  against  the  defendants  as  executors, 
and  they  can  only  be  liable  out  of  the  assetsi  It  is,  therefore,  reason- 
able that  they  should  be  allowed  to  set  off  a  debt  due  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  them  as  executors,  and  in  respect  of  which  the  assets  would  be 
increased. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  declaration  alleges  that  the  testator 
was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  The  plea  does  not  allege  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  indebted  to  the  testator,  but  to  the  defendants  as  the  execu- 
tors. Therefore,  the  debts  do  not  seem  to  be  mutual  between  the 
testator  and  the  party,  as  required  by  the  statute  2  Geo.  2,  c.  22. 

Crompton,  J.  There  certainly  is  a  difference  whether  executors 
sue  or  are  sued  as  such.  In  the  first  case,  the  assets  might  be  inter- 
fered with,  if  a  set-off  for  a  debt  due  from  the  testator  to  the  defend- 
ant were  sdlowed,  but  it  is  not  so  in  the  latter  case.  The  difficulty 
arises  from  the  words  of  the  statute  of  set-off] 

The  words  of  the  act  must  be  intended  to  include  such  a  case  as 
this,  where  the  debts  substantially  exist  between  the  same  persons. 
Blakesley  v.  SmaUwood^  8  Q.  B.  538 ;  s.  c.  15  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q. 
B.  185,  is  directiy  in  point  There  it  was  held,  that  in  an  action 
against  the  defendants  as  executors,  upon  a  cause  of  action  accruing 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  a  set-oft  for  money  due  from  the  plain- 
tiff to  the  testator  might  be  pleaded.     The  judgment  of  the  court 


1  May  22,  before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Erle,  J.,  and  Cromp- 
ton, J;  A  cro6»-rale  vaa  obtained  by  the  defendant  to  enter  the  verdict  on  the 
special  count,  which  it  is  not  thought  neceesarj  to  report 
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there  proceeds  on  the  fact,  that  the  declaration  was  founded  on  the 
liability  of  the  defendants  as  executors,  and  that  they  ought,  when  so 
sued,  to  be  allowed  to  show  that  the  testator  was  not  indebted  to  the 
plaintiff  upon  striking  a  balance.  The  present  case  is  the  exact  con- 
verse of  that ;  and,  upon  the  same  reasoning,  the  defendants,  who  are 
sued  as  executors  upon  a  liability  of  their  testator,  must  be  at  liberty 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  has,  since  the  testator's  death,  incurred  a 
counter-liability  to  them  in  their  representative  capacity.  The  case 
of  Shipman  v.  Thompson^  Willes,  103,  is  not  an  authority  to  show 
that  this  set-off  cannot  legally  be  made.  They  referred  also  to 
Willes,  264,  n. 

Ogle,  contra.  The  defendants  must  rest  on  the  statute,  and  this  is 
not  a  mutual  debt  They  might  have  sued  in  respect  of  this  debt, 
either  as  executors  or  in  their  own  right ;  and  if  they  had  adopted 
the  latter  course,  the  debt  due  from  the  testator  could  not  have  been 
set  off.  Shipman  v.  Thompsony  and  other  cases,  are  clear  upon  this 
point,  and  the  reasons  in  those  cases  applv  equally  to  the  present. 
All  the  authorities  on  the  subject  go  to  show  that  a  set-off  of  this 
nature  cannot  be  made.  The  rule,  therefore,  ought  to  be  made  abso- 
lute. 

Our,  adv*  vuU. 
'     Judgment  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Upon  a  rule  for  judgment  non  obstcaUe 
veredictOy  the  question  is  raised,  whether  a  debt  due  to  the  defendant 
as  executor  for  money  had  and  received,  after  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, can  be  set  off  against  a  debt  due  from  the  defendant,  as  executor, 
having  become  due  from  the  testator  before  his  death  ?  The  statute 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  22,  gives  the  right  of  set-off  where  there  are  mutual  debts 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant ;  and  the  debts  above  men- 
tioned are  comprised  in  these  words,  they  being  mutual  and  due  in 
the  same  right  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant.  Although 
the  second  clause,  authorizing,  in  the  case  of  a  suit  by  or  against  an 
executor,  the  set-off  of  a  debt  due  from  the  testator,  does  not  apply, 
we  think  that  clause  was  not  intended  to  restrict  the  operation  of 
that  which  preceded.  This  construction  was  adopted  in  Blakesley  v. 
Smallwoody  and  a  set-off  of  a  debt  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  testator 
was  allowed  against  a  count  upon  an  account  stated  by  the  executor 
with  the  plaintiff.  Against  this  view,  the  plaintiff  contended  that 
such  a  set-off  had  been  held  illegal  in  Shipman  v.  Thompson^  and  the 
cases  referred  to  in  Willes,  264,  in  notis.  But  upon  examination, 
these  authorities  do  not  appear  to  support  the  position  contended  for. 
In  Shipman  v.  Thompson  the  plaintiff  sued  for  money  due  to  the  tes- 
tator, received  by  the  defendant  after  his  death,  and  the  defendant 
attempted  to  set  off  a  debt  from  the  testator  before  his  death,  so  that 
the  question  appears  the  same,  the  parties  being  reversed.  But  the 
plaintiff  in  that  case  sued  in  his  own  right,  and  not  as  executor.  This 
he  had  the  option  of  doing,  in  respect  of  money  received  after  the 
death ;  and  as  he  was  suing  in  his  own  right,  a  debt  due  from  the 
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testator  was  not  a  mutual  debt  within  either  clause  of  the  statute. 
In  respect  of  such  a  debt,  the  executor  may  sue  in  either  capacity ; 
and  by  suing  in  his  own  right,  and  so  preventing  the  set-off,  he  pre* 
vents  a  creditor  from  interfering  with  the  distribution  of  assets ;  while 
on  the  other  hand,  if,  when  sued  as  an  executor  for. a  debt  due  before 
the  death,  he  is  allowed  to  elect  to  treat  a  debt  accruing  after  the 
death  as  due  to  him  as  executor,  the  same  mischief  is  prevented  A 
plaintiff,  while  wrongfully  withholding  assets  equal  to  the  debt  he 
claims,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  take  from  the  assets  a  further 
amount  in  payment  of  that  debt,  and  force  the  executor  to  the  risk 
and  waste  of  another  action  for  the  assets  so  wrongfully  withheld, 
instead  of  making  a  set-off  in  the  first  action. 

Rule  discharged.^ 


Kernot  v.  Pittis.^ 

Jane  18,  1853. 

Insolvent  —  Discharge  without  Adjudication -^Vesting  Order  — 14*  3 
Vict  c.  110,  ss.  37,  44 — ^Action  by  Insolvent'^ Pleading — Tra- 
verse. 

Wherer  an  insolvent,  who  has  petitioned  for  his  discharge  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  c  110,  is 
dischaxged  out  of  custody  by  the  default  or  consent  of  nis  detaining  creditor,  without  any 
adjudication  being  made :  -— 

Hisld,  by  LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J.,  and  Colebidoe,  J.,  (affirming  Cfrange  r.  TVichett,  21  Law 
J.  Rep.  (k.  8.)  Q.  B.  26 ;  8.  G.  7  £ng.  Bep.  431  j;  that  upon  such  dischai|;e  the  Testing 
order  becomes  Yoid,  and  that  the  property  which  had  passed  to  the  assignees  under  it 
revests  in  the  insolvent. 

nddj  by  Eble,  J.,  that  the  vesting  order  continues  in  force  notwithstanding  such  dischaige 
until  made  null  by  the  Insolvent  Court. 

Section  44  of  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  provides  that,  in  case  any  prisoner  as  to  whose  estates 
and  effects  any  vesting  order  shall  nave  been  made  shall,  by  the  consent  or  default  of  his 
detaining  creditor,  be  discharged  out  of  custody  without  any  abjudication  being  made,  in 
such  case  no  action  shall  be  commenced  against  the  provisional  assignee,  nor  against  any 
person  duly  acting  under  his  authority,  except  to  recover  any  property,  &c.,  of  sucn  prisoner 
detained  after  an  order  made  by  the  Insolvent  Court  for  the  dehvery  thereof  and  demand 
made  thereupon.  To  an  action  of  detinue,  the  plea  8ta,^d  proceedings  in  the  Insolvent 
Court  and  the  making  of  a  vesting  order,  whereoy  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  decla- 
ration mentioned  became  vested  in  S.  8.,  the  provisional  assignee ;  and  alleged  that  the 
defendant,  as  the  servant  and  by  the  authority  of  the  siud  S.  8.,  so  being  such  provisional 
assignee  after  the  making  of  the  said  vesting  order,  detained  the  said  goods  in  the  declara- 
tion mentioned.  The  replication  |dleged  that,  before  the  defendant  detained  the  said  ^oods, 
the  pUdntiff  was  dischaiged  out  of  custody  by  the  default  of  his  detaining  creditor,  without 
any  adjudication  being  made  by  the  court,  and  that  the  defendant  did  not  detain  the  said 
goods  by  virtue  of  any  order,  authority,  or  command  of  the  said  S.  S.  made  or  given  to 
Uie  defendant  before  the  plaintiff  was  so  discharged  as  aforesaid. 


1  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  suit  be  brought  by  an  executor  to  recover  a  demand  due 
him  as  executor,  and  created  mnce  the  decease,  Uie  debtor  cannot  set  off  a  claim  due 
him  from  the  testator  in  his  lifetime.    The  authorities  generaUy  agree  on  this  point 

9  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  418. 
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On  special  demurrer  to  the  replication :  — 

Hdd,  that  it  admitted  that  the  goods  were  detained  by  the  defendant  under  the  anthori^  of 
S.  S.  given  after  the  plaintiflfs  discharge,  but  before  any  order  of  the  Insolvent  Court  for 
the  deliveiy  of  the  goods ;  and  that,  even  supposing  on  the  discharge  without  adjudication, 
the  property  revested  in  the  insolvent,  the  plea  was  an  answer  to  the  action.' 

Eddy  also,  that  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  defendant,  detained  by  the  authorit  j  of 
the  provisional  assignee,  was  not  premature,  and  might  have  been  traversed  by  the  repli- 
cation. 

Detinue.     The  declaration  was  in  the  usual  fonn. 

Plea.     That  before  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action,  to  wit,  on 
&c.,  the  plaintiff  then  being  a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  within  the 
Queen's  Prison,  detained  at  the  suit  of  one  J.  P.,  for  the  sum  of,  &c», 
and  also  detained  in  the  said  prison,  at  the  suit  of  T.  M.  C,  for  the 
sum  of,  &c.,  did,  whilst  he  was  and  continued  to  be  such  prisoner  in 
such  actual  custody,  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  by  the  permission, 
leave,  and  order,  of  the  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors, 
duly   and  according  to  the  directions  and  provisions  of  the  1  &  2 
Vict  c.   110,  apply  by  petition,  in   a  summary  way,  tb  the  said 
Court  for  the   Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  for  his  discharge  firom 
such  custody,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  in  which 
petition   was    stated,    &c.,   and  which   said    petition  was,   within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  said  act,  duly  subscribed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  was  forthwith,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  filed  in  the  said  court  pur- 
suant to  the  said  act.     That  upon  the  said  filing  of  the  said  peti- 
tion, and  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  the  plaintiff  then  and 
still  being  a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  as  aforesaid,  the  said  court,  in 
pursuance  and  according  to  the  said  statute,  ordered  that  all  the  real 
and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  plaintiff  (except  the  wearing 
apparel,  &c.),  and  aU  the  future  estate,  right,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff,  in  or 
to  any  real  or  personal  estate  and  effects  which  he  might  purchase, 
or  which  might  revert,  descenii,  or  be  devised  or  bequeathed  or  come 
to  him,  before  he  should  become  entitled  to  his  final  discharge,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  act,  according  to  the  adjudication  made  in  that 
behalf,  or  in  case  the  plaintiff'  should  obtain  his  full  discharge  with- 
out any  adjudication  being  made  by  the  said  court,  then  before  the 
plaintiff  should  be  fully  discharged  from  custody,  and  all  debts  due  or 
growing  due  to  him,  the  plaintiff,  or  to  be  due  to  him  before  such  dis- 
charge as  aforesaid,  should  be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee  for 
the  time  being  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  insolvent  debtors  in  Eng- 
land, his  successors  and  assigns ;  which  said  order  was  then,  and  whilst 
the  plaintiff  was  and  continued  to  be  a  prisoner  in  actual  custody  as 
aforesaid,  duly  entered  of  record  in  the  said  court,  and  then,  during 
the  last-mentioned  time,  was  published  according  to  the  directions  oi 
the  said  court ;  by  virtue  of  which  said  order  and  the  said  statute,  the 
said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  aU  rights 
of  action  in  respect  thereof  then,  and  before  accruing  of  the  causes  of 
action,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  and  continued  to  be  a  prisoner  in 
actual  custody  as  aforesaid,  became  and  were  vested  in  the  said  pro- 
visional assignee,  to  wit,  one  S.  S.,  &c. ;  and  that  the  defendant,  as 
servant  and  by  the  authority  and  command  of  the  said  S.  S.,  as  and 
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SO  being  such  provisional  assignee  as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of 
the  said  vesting  order  as  aforesaid,  detained  the  said  goods,  &c. 

Replication,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  vesting  order,  and 
before  the  defendant  detained  the  said  goods  and  chattels  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  out 
of  the  said  custody  by  the  default  of  the  said  J.  P.,  and  by  the  con- 
sent of  the  said  T.  M.  C,  the  said  detaining  creditors  of  the  plaintiff, 
without  any  adjudication  being  made  in  that  behalf  upon  the  said 
petition  of  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent 
Debtors ;  and  that  the  defendant  detained  and  detains  the  said  goods 
and  chattels  after  the  plaintiff  had  been  so  discharged  as  aforesaid, 
and  did  not,  nor  does  he  detain  the  same,  or  any  or  either  of  them, 
by  virtue  of  any  order,  authority,  or  command  of  the  said  8.  S.,  made 
or  given  to  the  defendant  before  the  plaintiff  was  so  discharged  as 
aforesaid.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer,  on  the  grounds  that  the  replication  admits  the 
existence  of  the  vesting  order,  but  shows  no  order  of  the  Insolvent 
Court  revesting  the  goods  in  the  plaintiff,  and  consequentiy  admits 
that  the  plaintiff  has  no  titie  to  maintain  the  action ;  that  the  dis- 
charge of  the  plaintiff  operated  only  to  discharge  his  person  from 
custody,  and  did  not  revest  in  him  the  property,  titie,  or  right  of  pos- 
session in  the  said  goods ;  that  the  allegation  in  the  replication  that 
the  defendant  did  not  detain,  nor  does  he  detain  the  goods  and  chat- 
tels by  virtue  of  any  order,  authority,  or  command  of  the  said  S.  S., 
made  or  given  to  the  defendant  before  the  plaintiff  was  discharged,  is 
ambiguous,  as  it  cannot  be  collected  therefrom  whether  it  means  to 
deny  absolutely  that  S.  S.  ever  gave  the  defendant  authority  or  com- 
mand to  detain  the  said  goods,  or  only  to  deny  that  the  said  author- 
ity or  command  was  made  or  given  before  the  plaintiff  was  dis- 
charged from  custody,  or  whether  it  means  to  deny  the  authority  or 
command  referred  to,  or  that  the  detention  by  the  defendant  was  in 
virtue  of  that  authority ;  that  the  replication  does  not  anywhere  show 
that  the  said  goods  were,  at  any  time  after  the  making  of  the  vesting 
order,  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

WilleSy  in  support  of  the  demurrer  (June  4  and  8.)  One  question 
which  may  be  here  raised  is  the  same  as  that  decided  in  Grange  v. 
Trickett,  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  26 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  431,  where 
it  was  held  that  the  discharge  out  of  custody  of  an  insolvent,  with 
the  consent  of  his  detaining  creditor,  without  adjudication,  had  the 
effect  of  revesting  in  the  insolvent  the  estate  and  effects  which  had 
passed  by  the  vesting  order  to  the  provisional  assignee.  But  there  is 
a  material  distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present  Here,  the 
defendant  justifies  under  the  provisional  assignee,  which  was  not  the 
case  there.  The  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  s.  44,  makes  a  broad  distinction 
between  the  provisional  assignee  and  those  acting  under  his  autho- 
rity, and  all  other  persons.  No  action  is  to  be  commenced  against 
such  assignee  or  any  person  duly  acting  under  his  authority,  except 
to  recover  any  property,  money,  estate,  or  effects  of  such  prisoner, 
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detained  after  an  order  made  by  the  Insolvent  Court  for  the  delivery 
thereof  and  demand  made  thereupon.  Here  no  such  order  of  the 
court  has  been  made.  Therefore,  even  if  Grange  v.  Trickeit  be  'well 
decided,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  this  record.  But 
it  is  submitted  that  Grange  v.  TrickeU  is  not  correct  in  law.  The 
former  Insolvent  Act  throws  some  light  on  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  in 
this  respect  [He  referred  to  53  Geo.  3,  c.  102,  ss.  10, 13,  and  1  Geo. 
4,  c.  119,  ss.  4,  7,  and  to  the  7  Geo.  4,  c  57.  ss.  11, 18,  35.]  The 
main  alteration  effected  by  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  was  to  give  credit- 
ors a  right  of  petitioning,  and  to  substitute  the  vesting  otAex  under 
section  37,  in  the  place  of  an  assignment  In  the  event  of  such  a 
discharge  as  the  present,  the  estate  of  the  insolvent  remains  vested  in 
the  assignees  to  be  distributed  under  section  62,  unless  the  Insolvent 
Court  makes  an  order  for  revesting  it  in  the  insolvent. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.     What  power  is  there  to  make  such   an 
order  ?] 

The  proviso  at  the  end  of  section  37,  expressly  gives  the  court 
power  to  make  such  an  order  upon  a  creditors  petition.  The  court 
has  also  a  discretionarv  power  to  dismiss  the  insolvent's  own  peti- 
tion. It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  estate  does  not,  under  all  circum- 
stances, remain  vested  in  the  assignees.  Section  44  confirms  the 
possession  of  the  assignees ;  and,  according  to  the  judgment  of  Pat- 
teson,  J.,  in  Grange  v.  Trickeitj  the  vesting  order  is  not  void  upon  such 
a  discharge  as  is  there  mentioned,  but  an  order  for  the  delivery  up  of 
the  property  vested  in  him  may  be  made  on  the  assignee.  By  sec- 
tion 41,  there  are  certain  defaults  of  the  detaining  creditor,  by  reason 
of  which  the  insolvent  is  not  to  be  discharged.  It  is,  therefore, 
necessary  that  the  court  should  make  an  order  on  him  so  as  to  ena- 
ble him  to  know  whether  the  discharge  has  properly  taken  place,  as 
otherwise  he  would  be  exposed  to  great  risk. 

MUward^  contra.  It  does  not  appear  in  these  pleadings  that  the 
defendant  justifies  under  the  provisional  assignee.  The  replication 
traverses  that  the  defendant  detains  the  goods  by  virtue  of  any  au- 
thority given  by  the  provisional  assignee,  and  that  traverse  is  admit- 
ted by  the  demurrer.  If  the  property  revested  in  the  insolvent  after 
the  discharge,  the  assignee  could  not,  therefore,  give  any  effectual 
directions  or  authority  as  to  the  property.  Moreover,  the  allegation 
in  the  plea  that  the  defendant  detains  as  servant  and  by  the  au&ority 
of  the  provisional  assignee,  is  premature,  and  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  to  traverse  it  Therefore,  there  is  no  distinction  between 
this  case  and  Grange  v.  Trickett^  which,  it  is  contended,  was  well  de- 
cided. Either  this  replication  is  good,  or  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance, 
for  not  showing  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  custody  during  the  whole  of 
the  proceedings.  The  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  provides  for  two  cases, 
either  a  petition  by  a  prisoner  for  his  own  discharge  under  section  25, 
in  which  case  he  agrees  to  give  up  his  estate  and  effects  in  considera- 
tion of  his  person  being  free  from  process ;  or,  under  section  36,  a 
creditor  may  petition  for  an  order  to  vest  hid  debtor's  estate  in  the 
provisional  assignee,  which  is  a  proceeding  somewhat  analogous  to 
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a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  a  creditor  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
creditors.  In  either  case  the  vesting  ceases  at  the  moment  when  the 
prisoner  gets  out  of  custody,  without  an  adjudication  by  the  court 
HoUis  V.  Bryant^  12  Sim.  492 ;  s.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc.  231, 
shows  that  the  petitioning  creditor  cannot  be  compelled  to  assent  to 
the  discharge  where  there  are  other  creditors.  Then  section  37  vests 
in  the  assignee  all  the  existing  estate  absolutely,  and  all  future  pro- 
perty which  the  insolvent  may  acquire  up  to  the  time  of  his  final  dis- 
charge by  adjudication,  or  before  he  is  fully  discharged  from  custody 
without  adjudication.  A  final  adjudication  is  made  when  all  his 
creditors  have  been  paid  their  debts  in  full  or  have  accepted  a  com- 
promise ;  until  that  time  he  is  not  discharged  firom  liability.  The 
language  of  the  37th  section  draws  a  line  at  the  time  of  a  discharge 
withbut  adjudication ;  and  if  the  argument  of  the  defendants*  be  cor- 
rect, there  would  be  no  reason  for  any  such  distinction.  Then  the 
proviso  is,  that  in  case  a  prisoner's  petition  is  dismissed  by  the  court, 
the  vesting  order  is  to  be  null  and  void.  In  that  event,  therefore, 
no  order  is  required  to  revest  the  property  in  the  insolvent  The 
case  of  a  discharge  by  the  default  of  the  detaining  creditor  stands  in 
the  same  position  as  a  dismisssd  of  the  insolvent's  own  petition,  and 
in  that  case  also  no  order  to  revest  the  property  is  necessary.  Sec- 
tion 38  seems  to  require,  as  the  groundwork  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  that  the  insolvent  should  be  in  actual  custody  during  the  whole 
proceedings.  The  court,  therefore,  could  not  dismiss  the  petition  after 
the  discharge  firom  custody.  Drury  v.  Houndsfield  11  Ad.  &c  E.  101, 
shows  that  a  creditor  is  not  bound  to  assent  to  the  insolvent's  dis- 
charge. He  referred  also  to  sections  39,  40,  and  41,  and  Buzzard  v. 
Baiisfieldy  4  Mee.  &  W.  368 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  3. 
Section  44  is  the  one  on  which  this  question  turns.  It  is  clear  that  it 
is  there  assumed  that,  upon  a  discharge  by  default  of  the  detaining 
creditor  without  adjudication,  the  property  is  revested .  in  the  insol- 
vent The  same  provision  is  made  for  the  event  of  a  fiat  in  bank- 
ruptcy, which  avoids  the  vesting  order,  and  divests  the  property  out 
of  the  assignee  in  insolvency  by  section  39.  But  in  that  case,  by 
section  40,  the  vesting  order  is  to  remain  in  the  court,  and,  after  the 
certificate  in  bankruptcy,  the  rights  of  the  provisional  assignee  are  to 
be  the  same  as  if  the  vesting  order  had  still  continued  in  force.  It 
would  have  been  unnecessary  to  provide  that  no  action  should  be 
brought  against  the  assignee,  except  after  an  order  of  the  court,  unless 
the  property  was,  in  the  cases  specified,  divested  out  of  the  assignee. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  That  certainly  seems  to  be  assumed  by 
section  44.  But,  is  it  not  inconsistent  with  the  other  parts  of  the 
act  ?]    , 

It  is  quite  consistent  with  section  38,  and  various  other  sections  of 
the  act,  which  require  all  proceedings  to  be  taken  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  custody.  [He  referred  to  sections  62,  69,  70,  71,  72,  74, 
75, 76,  81,  83, 87,  90,  91, 92.]  If  a  prisoner  is  discharged,  his  creditor's 
right  to  the  debt  is  gone.  But  if  the  property  still  remains  in  the 
assignee*s  to  be  distributed,  the  creditor  would  be  entitied  to  a  divi- 
dend although  the  debt  is  gone. 
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[Erle,  J.  K,  the  day  after  the  discharge,  the  assignee  sells  in  igno- 
rance of  it,  is  he  protected  ?] 

Section  44  might  possibly  operate  to  protect  him,  as  no  action 
could  be  brought  without  the  leave  of  the  court  That  must  be  the 
effect  of  the  order  for  delivery  of  the  property. 

[Erle,  J.  That  clause  is  not  applicable  to  all  times.  For  instance, 
if  the  assignee  comes  a  month  after  the  discharge  and  takes  a  chat- 
tel purchased  since,  he  could  clearly  be  sued.] 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Suppose,  under  section  62,  a  dividend 
made  before  adjudication,  and  then  a  discharge  without  adjtidication, 
what  would  be  the  effect?] 

The  property  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees  would  revest,  but  as 
to  the  money  already  distributed  the  assignees  would  be  protected 
under  sect.  44.  The  effect  of  the  discharge  is,  to  give  the  creditors 
all  the  rights  which  they  had  before  the  petition  was  filed,  and  it 
should  therefore  foUow  that  the  prisoner  should  have  his  property 
again  in  order  to  meet  their  demands. 

Willes,  in  reply.  It  is  said  to  be  necessary  that  the  custody  should 
continue,  in  order  to  ^ve  the  court  jurisdiction  to  deal  with  the  pro- 
perty, and  that,  therelore,  if  the  custody  determines,  the  vesting  order 
is  at  once  avoided.  But  suppose  the  insolvent  dies,  there  is  in  that 
case  no  provision  for  divesting  the  property  out  of  the  assignee,  and 
it  might  go  on  to  be  distributed,  although  all  power  to  deal  person- 
ally with  the  insolvent  is  gone.  Section  28  only  excludes  from  the 
benefit  of  the  act  an  insolvent  who  petitions,  unless  he  remains  in 
prison  during  all  the  proceedings,  but  it  does  not  show  that  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  court  over  the  estate  is  taken  away.  Section  40, 
relating  to  a  fiat  in  beoikruptcy,  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the  defendant's 
argument.  The  property  is  to  be  divested  up  to  the  time  of  the  cer- 
tificate in  bankruptcy,  but  then  the  provisional  assignee's  titie  is  to 
attach  again. 

[Coleridge,  J.  It  makes  the  vesting  order,  which  was  before  void, 
again  valid.] 

But  it  shows  strongly  that  the  policy  of  the  act  is  not  that  an 
insolvent  who  gets  out  of  prison  without  adjudication  should  have 
all  his  property  ipso  facto  revested  in  him. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  Insolvent  Act  is  founded  on  a  cessio 
bonorum ;  but,  according  to  your  argument,  a  debtor  may  be  stripped 
of  all  his  property,  and  derive  no  benefit  firom  the  act,  where  his  de- 
taining creditor  chooses  to  discharge  him.] 

The  court  has  a  discretionary  power  to  dismiss  the  petition,  in 
which  event  the  property  would  revest  in  him,  and  they  would  by 
that  mode  prevent  a  creditor  from  doing  injustice  to  the  insolvent 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  the  property  has  been  all  sold,  that 
would  be  but  a  slender  remedy.] 

That  is  a  risk  which  must  be  run  by  him  whose  misfortunes  have 
rendered  it  necessary.  No  injury  is  done  by  distributing  the  debtor's 
property  among  his  creditors.  Then,  as  to  section  44,  it  contains  no 
distinct  enactment  that  upon  a  discharge  without  adjudication  the 
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vesting  oidex  is  to  become  void,  and  previous  sections  of  the  act  do 
contain  such  an  express  enactment  in  certain  cases,  but  not  in  that 
particular  event.  The  rule  of  construction,  therefore,  applies,  that 
the  legislature  did  not  intend  such  a  result  in  that  instance.  It  is  no 
doubt  to  some  extent  inconsistent  with  a  continuance  of  the  vesting 
order,  that  the  assignees  should  require  protection,  but  in  other  re- 
spects it  is  quite  consistent  with  it. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  latter  part  of  section  44  seems  to  assume  that 
the  right  to  the  property  is  in  the  insolvent,  and  that  all  he  requires  is 
an  order  upon  the  assignees  to  deliver  it  up.] 

Those  words  give  a  power  to  the  court  to  order  the  property  to  be 
given  up  after  the  insolvent. has  been  discharged  without  adjudica* 
tion  ;  the  preceding  part  of  the  clause  must  be  rejected  as  superflu- 
ous. Then,  as  to  the  pleadings,  a  vesting  order  had  been  duly  made, 
and  the  acts  of  the  defendant  were  done  under  the  authority  of  the 
provisional  assignee.  The  plaintiff  is  in  the  position  of  a  person  dis- 
charged without  any  adjudication,  and  by  section  44  he  is  inca- 
pable of  maintaining  an  action  against  a  person  in  the  position  of  the 
defendant,  except  in  respect  of  property  detained  affcer  an  order  of 
the  court  for  its  delivery,  and  a  demand  thereof  The  replication 
does  not  traverse  the  authority,  but  only  that  the  authority  was 
given  before  the  discharge.  It,  therefore,  admits  the  authority.  It  is 
said  that  this  allegation  in  the  plea  is  ^  leaping  before  the  stile." 
But  the  plea  would  show  no  justL&cation  of  the  defendant  without  it, 
as  a  mere  stranger  has  no  right  to  detain  the  property.  The  plain- 
tiff was,  therefore,  bound  to  deny  or  to  confess  and  avoid  that  allega- 
tion. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

The  learned  judges  now  delivered  their  opinions  seriatim. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  do  not  think  that  I  am  called  upon  in 
this  case  to  review  our  decision  in  Orange  v.  Trickett^  as  the  defend- 
ant is  entitied  to  our  judgment,  whether  the  property  in  the  goods 
mentioned  in  the  declaration  did  or  did  not  re-vest  in  the  plaintiff  on 
his  discharge  from  custody.  If  the  property  still  remains  in  the  pro- 
visional assignee,  of  course  the  action  is  not  maintainable.  But  if  it 
re-vested  in  the  plaintiff,  still  I  think  there  is  a  good  defence  under 
section  44  of  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  which  enacts,  "  that  in  case  any 
prisoner,  as  to  whose  estate  and  effects  any  vesting  order  shaU  have 
been  made,  shall  by  the  consent  and  default  of  his  detaining  creditor 
be  discharged  out  of  custody  without  any  adjudication  being  made, 
in  such  case  no  action  or  suit  shall  be  commenced  against  such  pro- 
visional assignee,  or  against  any  assignee  or  assignees  appointed 
under  this  a^t,  nor  against  any  person  duly  acting  under  his  or  their 
authority,  except  to  recover  any  property,  estate,  money,  or  effects  of 
such  prisoner,  detained  after  an  order  made  by  the  said  court  for  the  « 
delivery  thereof,  and  demand  made  thereupon." 

The  defendant,  in  his  plea,  after  setting  out  the  proceedings  in  the 
Insolvent  Court,  down  to  the  making,  recording,  and  publishing  of 
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the  vesting  order,  whereby  the  goods  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
became  vested  in  Samuel  Storges,  the  provisional  assignee,  farther 
says,  that  he,  the  defendant,  ^*  as  servant,  and  by  the  authority  and 
command  of  the  said  Samuel  Sturges,  as  and  so  being  such  provi- 
sional assignee  as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  said  vesting 
order  as  aforesaid,  detained  the  said  goods  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned  as  therein  alleged,  as  he  lawfully  might  for  the  cause 
aforesaid."  The  replication  does  not  allege  that  any  order  had 
been  made  by  the  Insolvent  Court  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  that  they  had  been  demanded  from  the  pro- 
visional assignee  or  from  the  defendant ;  but  after  stating  the  plain- 
tiff's discharge  out  of  custody,  without  any  adjudication,  with  the 
consent  of  the  detaining  creditors,  concludes  with  merely  averring 
that  ^*  he  did  not  detain,  nor  does  he  detain,  the  said  goods  by  vir- 
tue of  any  order,  authority,  or  command  of  the  said  Samuel  Stur- 
ges, made  or  given  to  the  defendant  before  the  plaintiff  was  so  dis- 
charged as  aforesaid."  The  plaintiff  thus  admits  that  the  goods 
were  detained  by  the  defendant  under  the  authority  and  command 
of  Sturges,  the  provisional  assignee,  given  after  the  plaintiff's  dis- 
charge from  custody,  but  before  any  order  by  the  court  for  the  deli- 
very of  the  goods  or  demand  made  thereupon.  Must  not  the  defend- 
ant be  taken  to  have  detained  the  goods  under  the  authority  of 
Sturges  within  the  meaning  of  the  enactment  referred  to  ?  It  seems 
quite  clear  that  Sturges  himself  would  not  have  been  liable  to  an 
action  if  he  had  detained  the  goods  in  his  own  hands,  after  the 
plaintiff  was  discharged  from  custody,  till  an  order  for  delivery  and 
demand.  Can  it  be  contended,  then,  that  a  warehouseman,  agent, 
or  servant  employed  by  him  to  keep  them  safely  is  liable  to  this 
action  ?  I  think  that  the  same  protection  is  extended  to  him  as  to 
the  provisional  assignee.  We  are  now  arguing  upon  the  supposi- 
tion, that  the  discharge  of  the  debtor  before  adjudication  re-vests  in 
him  the  property  in  his  effects  which  had  vested  in  his  provisional 
assignee.  To  protect  the  provisional  assignee  and  those  acting 
under  his  authority  from  ap  action  for  detaining  goods,  till  they  know 
authentically  that  the  debtor  is  entitled  to  them,  and  they  have  an 
opportunity  of  delivering  them  up  to  him,  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
very  reasonable  provision  is  introduced,  which  is-  quite  consistent 
with  the  title  being  in  the  debtor,  and  with  his  having  a  right  to  call 
upon  the  court  to  make  an  order  for  restoring  the  goods,  as  suggested 
by  my  brother  Patteson  in  Grange  v.  THcketL  Objection  was 
made  to  the  allegation  in  the  plea  of  a  detainer  by  authority  of  the 
provisional  assignee,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  premature,  and,  there- 
fore, that  there  was  no  occasion  to  traverse  it;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  allegation  might  be  introduced  into  the  plea,  and  that  on 
the  demurrer  to  the  replication  as  it  is  framed,  there  •ught  to  be 
judgment  for  the  defendant 

Coleridge,  J.  I  agree  with  my  Lord  Campbell  in  thinking  that 
it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  review  our  former  decision  in 
Grange  v.  TricketU     It  is  unnecessary  for  me  at  present  to  say  more 
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than  that,  up  to  the  present  time,  I  have  neither  read  nor  heard  any 
tiling  which  satisfies  me  that  that  decision  is  wrong.  I  agree  also  in 
the  conclusion  to  which  Lord  CaiApbell  has  come  on  the  present 
pleadings,  and  also  in  the  reasons  on  which  he  has  founded  that  con- 
clusion ;  and  it  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  say  any  thing  more. 

Erle,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  vesting  order,  mentioned  in  the 
plea,  continues  in  force,  notwithstanding  the  discharge  from  custody, 
with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  mentioned  in  the  replication.  The 
vesting  order,  under  section  37,  transfers  the  property  to  the  assign^  ; 
and  there  is  no  provision  for  defeating  that  title,  or  making  the 
vested  order  void,  or  its  power  to  cease  by  such  a  discharge  from 
custody.  The  pernicious  effect  of  enabling  the  insolvent  to  collude 
with  the  detaining  creditor,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  rights 
of  the  other  creditors,  is  obvious,  and  that  effect  would  be  prevented 
by  holding  the  vesting  order  valid  until  an  adjudication  under  section 
37  had  rendered  it  void.  With  respect  to  section  44,  although  the 
provisions  for  the  protection  of  the  assignee  may  be  supernuous, 
unless  the  vesting  order  is  rendered  void,  still  I  think  it  a  sounder 
construction  to  hold  them  to  be  superfluous,  rather  than  to  create  by 
conjecture  a  defeasance  to  an  important  title  for  the  purpose  of  find- 
ing an  application  for  them.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  say  more, 
as  the  reasons  for  this  construction  are  fully  and  clearly  given  in  the 
judgment  of  Mr.  Commissioner  Law,  In  the  matter  of  Henry  Charles 
Mander}  The  44th  section  has  been  construed,  by  my  lord  and  my 
brother  Coleridge,  to  protect  the  assignee  from  any  action  until  after 
an  order  for  delivery  of  property  by  that  court,  although  the  vesting 
order  is  rendered  void  by  a  discharge  firom  custody,  and  so  to  defeat 
the  present  plaintiff.  But  if  the  vesting  order  was  intended  to  be 
made  void,  it  is  anomalous  to  suppose  it  should  have  force,  after 
avoidance,  to  protect  the  person  who  was  assignee  under  it,  for  a  tak- 
ing or  keeping  of  the  property  of  the  person  that  was  insolvent  sub- 
sequent to  such  avoidance,  and  to  debar  the  alleged  insolvent  from 
the  common  remedies  for  protection  of  property,  until  he  should 
obtain  an  order  of  that  court  authorizing  him  to  use  such  remedies. 
By  this  construction,  the  legislature  would  have  made  the  vesting 
order  void,  and  at  the  same  time,  for  many  purposes  valid,  until  an 
order  of  the  Court  for  Insolvent  Debtors  should  have  been  made, 
which  seems  an  inconsistency ;  and  anomalies  with  respect  of  title  to 
property  are  introduced  ;  and  as  all  the  advantages  of  this  construc- 
tion would  be  obtained  without  inconsistency  or  anomaly,  by  holding 
the  vesting  order  valid  until  made  null  by  the  court,  I  dissent  from 
the  construction  holding  it  void,  and  the  assignee,  after  its  avoidance, 
to  be  protected  thereby? 


*  This  jadgment,  which  had  been  printed,  was  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment 

8  Crompton,  J.,  having  heard  part  only  of  the  argument,  did  not  deliver  any  judg- 
ment 

VOL.  xiv.  8 
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Milwardj  then,  prayed  leave  to  amend  the  replication,  in  order  that 
the  question  decided  in  Gra/nge  v.  Trickeit  might  be  raised  in  the 
Exchequer  Chamber.  The  co#t  permitted  him  to  amend  accord- 
ingly, otherwise  judgment  for  the  defendant 

The  pleadings  having  been  amended,  the  demurrer  came  on  again 
for  argument  (Nov.  10),  when  the  court  ordered  that  judgment  shotdd 
be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance  with  the  decision  in  Grange 

v.  TrickeU. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


one  main  i 


Regina  v.  Avery.^ 

May  26,  1852. 

Municipal  Corporation  Act  — Voting  Paper —  Signature  by  Initials — 

Description  of  Qualification. 

Where,  at  an  election  of  councillors  for  a  borough,  the  voting  paper  is  si^ed  with  the  sur- 
name and  the  initial  of  the  christian  name  of  the  burgess  voting,  it  is  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  section  32  of  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76. 

The  voting  paper  described  the  property  in  respect  oi  which  a  bnieess  voted,  as  "  Pilton 
Street''  Ue  was  described  in  the  boieess  roll  as  "  of  Pilton,"  and  his  qnaUfying  property 
"  House,  in  the  Street''  It  appeared  m  evidence  that  Pilton  consisted  of  only  one  main 
street,  which  was  called  "PUton  Street,"  or  "the  Street,"  indiscriminately:  — 

Heldy  that  the  voting  paper  was  sufficient 

Information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  for  exercising  the 
office  of  councillor  of  the  borough  of  Barnstaple. 

The  plea  stated  that  the  defendant,  being  duly  qualified,  was 
elected  a  councillor  of  the  said  borough. 

The  replication  traversed  that  the  defendant  was  elected  modo  et 
formdy  on  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial,  before  Erie,  J.,  at  the  last  Devonshire  spring  assizes, 
several  of  the  votes  given  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  were  objected 
to  as  invalid,  but  the  learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that  sufficient 
ought  not  to  be  struck  off  to  turn  the  scale  of  the  election,  and  direct- 
ed a  verdict  to  be  returned  for  the  defendant,  subject  to  leave  reserved 
to  the  relator  to  apply  to  the  court  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  crown  if 
certain  votes  objectea  to  by  him  at  the  trial  were  invalid.  One  class 
of  votes  objected  to  was  taken  to  be  represented  by  the  case  of  a 
voter  described  on  the  burgess  roll  as  "  Ambrose  Toop  Powning ," 
who  delivered  a  voting  paper  signed  "  A.  T.  Powning."  It  was 
admitted  that  in  these  cases  there  was  no  doubt  as  to  the  identity  of 
the  party  voting,  or  his  qualification  to  vote,  and  the  objection  was 
rested  solely  upon  the  ground  that  a  signature  by  initials  was  not  a 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  8.)  Q.  B.  428. 
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compliance  with  the  Municipal  Corporation  Act  Another  set  of 
votes  depended  upon  the  following  case:  —  James  Cooksley, «who 
was  described  in  the  burgess  roll  as  ^'of  Pilton"  and  his  qualifying 
property  as  <'  House  in  the  Street,"  delivered  in  a  voting  paper  signed 
^<  James  Cooksley,  Pilton  Street"  It  appeared  in  evidence  that  Pil- 
ton  was  a  parish  lying  partly  in  the  borough,  and  that  it  consisted  of 
one  main  street,  and  other  lanes  and  small  streets ;  and  that  the  main 
thoroughfare  was  called  "  Pilton  Street,"  or  "  the  Street"  indiscrimi- 
nately. 

A  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  crown  having  been  obtained 
pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,-^ 

Crowder  and  Taprell  now  showed  cause.  The  signature  by  initials 
is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c  76.  AU  that  is 
required  by  the  33d  section  is  that  the  voting  paper  should  be  ^^  signed 
with  the  name  of  the  burgess  voting."  The  signature  may  be  made, 
as  here,  in  the  voter's  ordinary  way.  Such  a  signature  would  be 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  provision  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  No  doubt 
can  arise  as  to  the  identity  of  the  voter,  for  he  appears,  and  may  be 
asked  to  affirm  himself  to  be  the  person  named.  There  could  be  no 
deception  practised.  Every  means  existed  for  ascertaining  the  cor- 
recess  of  the  signature.  The  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Hartlepool^  2  L. 
IvMc  P.  666 ;  8.  c.  8  Eng.  Rep.  303,  is  a  strong  authority  here,  and 
establishes  that  it  is  enough  if  the  signature  be  such  as  the  party  is 
usually  known  by.  Where  the  christian  name  is  required  in  full,  it 
is*  usually  so  expressly  provided.  It  is  so  in  Schedule  (D.)  to  this 
very  act,  and  in  the  schedule  to  the  Reform  Act,  and  in  the  Registra- 
tion of  Voters  Act,  6  Vict  c.  18,  s.  40,  and  in  the  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c. 
70,  s.  14,  relating  to  the  publishing  of  newspapers.  The  Uniformity 
of  Process  Act,  2  &  3  WilL  4,  c.  39,  s.  12,  requires  every  writ  to  be 
indorsed  with  the  name  of  the  attorney  suing  it  out,  and  it  has  been 
held  that  the  attorney's  christian  name  need  not  be  stated.  Pickman 
V.  Collisj  3  DowL  P.  C.  429 ;  Hartley  v.  Rodenhurstj  4  lb.  748.  They 
referred  also  on  this  point  to  Owen  v.  Scales^  10  Mee.  &  W.  657; 
s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  26 ;  James  v.  Swift^  4  B.  &.  C.  681; 
and  Roberts  v.  WilliamSy  2  Cr.  M,  &  R.  562 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  M.  C.  23.  But,  further,  this  is,  at  most,  a  misnomer  or  inaccu- 
rate description,  which  is  cured  by  the  interpretation  clause  of  the  5 
&  6  Will.  4,  c.  76. 

4 

T%e  Attorney' General^,  Slade  and  M.  Smithy  in  support  of  the  rule. 
Section  15,  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  requires  that  the  burgess  list 
shall  be  made  out  in  the  form  given  in  Schedule  (D.),  which  requires 
expressly  the  christian  and  surname  at  full  length,  and  the  intention 
was  that  the  voting  paper  should  correspond  with  the  burgess  list,  so  ' 
that  there  might  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  the  party. .  There 
was  no  necessity  to  express  in  the  32d  section  that  the  burgess  should 
sign  at  full  length;  that- was  sufficiently  indicated  by  requiring  that 
the  name  in  the  voting  paper  should  correspond  with  the  name  m  the 
burgess  list     The  proper  yule  applicable  to  this  question  is  that  laid 
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down  by  Wilde,  C.  J.,  in  Eidsforth  v.  Farrer^  4  Com.  B.  Rep.  9 ; 
s.  c.  nom.  Farrer  v.  Edsworth^  16  Law  J.  Eep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  132.  The 
"  name"  of  a  party,  according  to  its  general  acceptation,  implies  both 
the  christian  names  and  surname  at  full  length.  That  is  the  way  in 
which  it  would  appear  on  the  burgess  roll,  and  it  should  be  so  signed 
to  the  voting  paper. ' 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  legislature  expressly  requires  that  in 
regard  to  the  person  voted  for,  but  it  has  used  different  language  as 
to  the  voter.] 

Effect  cannot  be  given  to  the  policy  and  spirit  of  the  act  without 
so  reading  it  If  an  initial  be  sufficient,  it  would  be  equally  compe- 
tent to  leave  out  the  christian  name  altogether.  Suppose  the  initial 
applied  to  two  persons,  as  John  Smith  and  James  Smith,  who  were 
both  on  the  roll,  whose  name  is  to  be  ticked  off?  The  mayor  is  only 
entitled  by  section  34,  to  ask  three  questions,  neither  of  which  would 
avoid  the  difficulty. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  same  difficulty  would  arise  if  there 
were  two  John  Smiths  on  the  roll  and  they  each  signed  in  full.] 

Still  the  difficulty  should  not  be  carried  beyond  what  is  absolutely 
necessary.  The  Queen  v.  Hartlepool  does  not  apply.  The  question 
there  was  whether  the  signature  was  to  the  Uke  effect.  Section  142 
does  not  extend  to  this,  which  is  not  a  case  of  misnomer,  but  an  om^- 
sion  of  the  name.  Neither  is  it  an  inaccurate  description  of  any 
person,  for  that  refers  to  the  other  particulars  besides  the  name.  But 
even  if  this  did  extend  to  the  name,  it  is  not  an  inaccuracy,  but  a 
total  omission.  Then  as  to  the  second  class  of  votes,  the  description 
is  clearly  wrong.  There  are  other  streets  in  Pilton  besides  the  main 
thoroughfare,  and  the  property  is  not  described  as  in  the  burgess  roll, 
which  is  expressly  required  by  section  32.  The  second  question 
which  may  be  asked  under  section  34,  refers  to  the  description  on  the 
burgess  roll,  and  throws  light  on  the  meaning  of  section  32. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  must  confess  that  I  have  not  been  able 
to  entertain  any  doubt  in  this  case,  which  turns  on  the  construction 
to  be  given  to  section  32,  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  directing  the 
mode  in  which  the  voting  papers  delivered  on  the  election  of  council- 
lors should  be  framed.  Amongst  other  things,  it  requires  such  paper 
to  be  "  previously  signed  with  the  name  of  the  burgess  voting,  and 
with  the  name  of  the  street,  lane,  or  other  place,  in  which  the  pro- 
perty for  which  he  appears  to  be  rated  on  the  burgess  roll  is  suitated." 
We  have,  therefore,  to  determine  whether  these  papers  containing 
the  surnames  of  the  voters  with  initials  for  their  christian  names — 
such  persons  being  well  known  by  such  signatures  as  the  parties 
entitled  to  vote  —  are  signed  according  to  the  requirements  of  the 
statute.  Now  we  must  give  this  statute  such  a  co/istruction  as  would 
be  put  upon  it  by  any  person  reading  it  grammatically,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  natural  meaning  of  the  words  used.  The  burgess  is  to 
sign  or  to  have  another  to  write  his  name  for  him  in  the  shape  of  a 
signature.  What  is  the  meaning  of  this  requirement?  Why,  that 
the  party  signing  it  shall  affix  his  name  in  the  manner  in  which  he 
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ordinarily  writes  it ;  that  is,  with  the  initial  letter  of  his  christian 
name  and  with  the  surname  at  full  length,  where  such  is  his  usual 
habit.  It  is  allowed  that  a  will  or  a  deed  so  signed  would  be  good 
under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  In  some  cases  the  legislature  has 
required  both  christian  names  and  surnames  to  be  signed  at  full 
length,  and  in  those  cases  that  must  be  done.  Here  the  paper  is 
simply  to  be  signed  with  "  the  name"  of  the  burgess  voting.  There 
are  various  decisions  on  different  statutes  where  it  has  been  held  not 
necessary  to  write  the  christian  name  at  full  length  to  make  a  perfect 
signature ;  for  instance,  where  process  is  sued  out  by  an  attorney,  or 
a  notice  of  action  is  given  to  justices,  it  is  enough  if  the  name  is 
signed  in  the  usual  manner.  It  was  admitted  that  a  contraction  of 
the  christian  name  would  suffice.  But  what  is  an  initial  but  a  con- 
traction ?  The  Hartlepool  cas^  seems  to  me  to  be  expressly  in  point ; 
section  17  refers  to  the  form  in  schedule  (D.),  and  requires  notice  of 
the  claim  to  be  in  the  form  there  given,  or  to  the  like  effect.  The 
form  gives  a  signature  of  both  names  at  full  length.  Still,  it  was 
held,  that  a  notice  of  claim  signed  by  initials  was  sufficient.  Accor- 
ding to  this  view,  the  whole  object  of  the  statute  will  be  effectually 
carried  out,  because  any  two  burgesses  may  require  questions  to  be 
put  to  the  voter  whether  he  is  the  person  whose  name  is  signed  to 
the  voting  paper,  and  whether  he  is  the  person  whose  name  appears 
on  tt\e  burgess  roll  in  respect  of  the  property  there  described.  If  the 
person  voting  gives  a  false  answer  he  may  be  punished.  *  The  elec- 
tion may  be  conducted  with  propriety  by  this  method ;  if  it  were 
required  that  the  christian  name  should  be  given  at  full  length,  great 
confusion  might  follow  from  such  an  interpretation.  I  think  there  is 
no  mistake,  and,  therefore,  no  reason  for  having  recourse  to  the  inter- 
pretation clause.  As  to  the  other  votes  objected  to,  the  point  is 
hardly  arguable.  It  is  quite  clear  that  all  that  is  required  is  that  the 
name  of  the  street,  lane,  or  other  place  shall  be  stated  on  the  voting 
paper.     According  to  the  evidence,  this  was  expressly  complied  with. 

Coleridge,  J.  I  remember  at  Eton  being  asked,  '^  Quid  est  tibi 
nomen  et  cogTiomen?^^  and  of  course  I  was  then  bound  to  give  my 
whole  names,  both  christian  names  and  surname,  and  my  surname 
alone  would  not  have  sufficed.  Here,  however,  we  have  to  deal  with 
a  statute  providing  a  mode  of  election  where  the  votes  are  to  be  given 
by  persons  of  all  degrees  of  life  and  scholarship,  and  which  does  not 
require  the  ability  of  the  party  voting  to  write.  The  voters  are  to 
bring  papers  with  their  nanles  signed — not  merely  written — on  them. 
We  are  called  upon  to  put  a  very  narrow  construction  on  those  words, 
and  to  say  that  they  mean  both  christian  name  and  surname  written 
at  full  length.  But  such  a  construction  would  be  against  the  fran- 
chise, which  is  contrary  to  the  universal  rule  adopted  by  the  courts. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  have  recourse  to  section  142,  because  this  is  not 
a  case  within  its  provisions.  But  we  may  call  it  in  aid,  to  show  that 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  was  in  favor  of  the  franchise.  It  thus 
gives  a  key  to  the  meaning  of  other  parts  of  the  act  Eeturning  then 
to  section  32,  what  is  the  proper  meaning  there  of  a  man  signing  his 

8* 
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name  ?     In  popular  language  that  would  be  satisfied  bj  signing  the 
initials  of  his  christian  name  and  his  surname. 

Erle,  J.  The  voter  who  signs  the  voting  paper  with  his  samame 
at  full  length,  and  an  initial  for  his  christian  name,  has,  in  my  judg- 
ment, complied  with  section  32.  I  take  it  to  be  a  general  rule  that, 
in  the  case  of  parties  claiming  to  exercise  rights  under  this  statute, 
we  are  to  inquire  whether  they  have  expressed  according  to  common 
understanding  their  intention  to  vote.  If  so,  it  is  a  valid  exercise  of 
the  right,  and  our  duty  is  to  see  it  carried  into  effect  Now,  where  a 
man  signs  the  initial  of  his  christian  name  and  his  surname,  he  has, 
according  to  common  understanding,  signed  his  name.  Therefore, 
without  having  recourse  to  the  interpretation  clause,  these  voting 
papers  are  valid. 

Crompton,  J.  These  voting  papers  were  clearly  signed  with  the 
name  of  the  burgess  voting.  We  must  construe  the  words  as  they 
are  used  in  common  parlance ;  and  no  one  reading  this  statute  could 
doubt  that  such  a  signature  is  sufficient  There  are  many  authori- 
ties that  an  instrument  to  be  signed  with  the  name  of  a  party  may 
be  signed  by  initials.  This  very  section  also  says,  that  the  voting 
paper  shall  contain  the  christian  names  and  surnames  of  the  persons 
voted  for,  thereby  showing  that  greater  particularity  is  required  in 
that  instance. 

Rule  discharged. 


Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Suffolk.^ 

.April  19,  1852. 

Sessions  —  Interested  Justice  —  Invalid  Order  —  Certiorari  — 
13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  6.  —  Notice  to  Justices  —  Form  of  Notice. 

Upon  the  trial  of  a  parish  appeal,  F.  S.,  one  of  the  jnstioesi  who  was  a  rated  inhabitant  of  the 
appellant  parish,  was  on  the  bench  daring  the  hearing,  and,  in  the  course  of  the  proceed- 
ings, referred  the  chainnan  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  to  some  of  the  documents  put  in  eTi- 
dence.  Upon  an  observation  being  made  that  he  was  a  party  interested,  F.  8.  stated  that 
he  should  take  no  part  in  the  decision,  but  he  remained  in  court  until  the  final  decision, 
which  was  in  fayor  of  the  appellants.  It  was  sworn  Uiat  he  did  not  vote  or  give  anj 
opinion  upon  the  question  at  issue,  nor  did  he  influence  the  decision  of  the  other  justices 
present,  and  that  if  he  had  not  belieyed  that  the  parties  were  satisfied  with  his  assurance 
that  he  would  take  no  part,  he  would  have  retured  from  the  court  during  the  trial:  — 

jSe2(f,  that  under  the  above  circumstances,  the  order  of  sessions  was  invalid  bj  reason  of  the 
presence  of  the  interested  Justice. 

Held,  also,  that  notice  of  an  intention  to  move  for  a  certiorari  under  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5, 
was  properly  served  on  F.  S.,  as  a  justice  "  by  and  before  whom  the  order  of  sessions  was 
made.'* 
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The  notice  stated  that  application  woald  be  made  for  a  ceriiomri  "  on  behalf  of  the  inhabit- 
ants "  of  the  respondent  parbh,  and  was  signed  "  J.  M.,  attorney  for  the  inhabitants  of 
the  respondent  parish : "  — 

Heldj  to  be  sofficicnt 

A  RULE  had  been  obtained  calling  upon  the  justices  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  of  Suffolk,  in  Quarter  Sessions  assembled,  to  show 
cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  into  this 
court  all  and  singular  orders  made  at  an  adjourned  sessions,  held  on 
the  9th  of  January,  1852,  upon  an  appeal  between  Needham  Market 
and  Haughley,  in  the  said  county,  touching  the  removal  of  certain  pau- 
pers from  Haughley  to  Needham  Market,  in  order  that  the  same 
might  be  quashed,  on  the  ground  that  an  intefested  justice  took  part 
in  the  decision. 

The  affidavits  upon  which  the  rule  was  founded  stated,  that  several 
,  questions  of  law  and  of  fact  were  raised  and  discussed  at  the  hear-, 
ing  of  the  said  appeal,  particularly  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
insufficiently  signed,  but  that  the  court  overruled  the  objection  and 
quashed  the  order  of  removal,  with  costs ;  that  the  Rev.  R  Stew- 
ard, who  was  a  rated  inhabitant  of  the  appellant  parish,  and  one  of 
the  justices  of  the  said  county,  took  an  active  part  during  the  argu- 
ment upon,  and  the  discussion  of  the  said  questions  of  law  and  fact,  and 
upon  five  or  six  different  occasions  entered  into  conversation  with  the 
chairman,  and  referred  him  to  the  particulars  of  the  documents  put 
in  evidence,  apparently  in  favor  of  the  argument  of  the  appellants. 
The  notice  required  by  the  13  Greo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  6,  was  sworn  to  have 
been  served  on  the  Rev,  F.  Steward  and  F.  G.,  "  who  were  present 
at  the  session  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  when  the  appeal 
mentioned  in  the  said  notice  was  heard,  and  were  and  are  two  of  the 
justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  by  and  before  whom 
the  order  of  sessions  mentioned  in  the  said  notice  was  made."  This 
notice  stated  that  application  would  be  made  <'  on  behalf  of  the  in- 
habitants of  the  parish  of  Haughley,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,"  for 
the  writ  of  certiorari^  and  was  signed  "  J.  M.,  attorney  for  the  inha- 
bitants of  the  scud  parish  of  Haughley." 

The  affidavits  in  answer  to  the  rule  stated  that,  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  and  discussion  of  some  preliminary  objections  made  by  the 
respondents  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  one  of  the 
counsel  for  the  respondents  observed  to  the  court  that  the  Rev.  F. 
Steward,  who  was  then  sitting  on  the  bench,  was  a  rated  inhabitant 
of  the  appellant  parish,  and  as  such  ought  not  to  take  any  part  in  the 
trial  of  the  appeal,  upon  which  the  chairman  inquired  of  Mr.  Steward 
whether  he  was  such  a  rated  inhabitant,  and,  being  answered  in  the 
affirmative,  assented  to  the  correctness  of  the  counsel's  observation, 
and  further  stated  that  Mr.  Steward  would  take  no  part  in  the  hear- 
ing or  decision  of  the  appeal ;  that  the  chairman  and  Mr.  Steward 
believed  the  said  counsel  to  be  satisfied  with  this  assurance,  others 
wise  Mr.  Steward  would  have  been  requested  to  retire,  and  would 
have  retired  from  the  bench  during  the  trial  of  the  appeal ;  that  the 
decision  of  the  court  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  as 
well  as  that  the  order  should  be  quashed,  was  come  to  by  the  chair- 
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man  and  three  other  justices  then  present,  after  conferring  together 
in  open  court  and  without  retiring,  and  without  conferring  with,  or 
being  influenced  by,  Mr.  Steward,  or  by  his  presence  at  the  hearing, 
and  without  any  vote  or  opinion  being  given  by  him ;  that,  during 
the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  three  other  justices  were  seated  on  the 
right  pf  the  chairman,  and  Mr.  Steward  remained  seated  on  his  left. 
Mr.  Steward  in  his  affidavit  admitted  that  he  probably  did  speak  to 
the  chairman,  and  look  at  and  refer  to  some  papers  lyicfg  before  him, 
but  he  stated  that  he  did  not  take  any  part  in  the  argument  or  dis- 
cussion of  the  questions  at  issue,  nor  did  he  enter  into  conversation 
with  the  chairman  upon  the  same,  or  refer  him  to  the  particulars  of 
the  documents  in  evidence  in  favor  of  the  arguments  of  the  appel- 
lants, but  on  the  contrary  abstained  altogether  from  giving  any  opi- 
nion upon,  or  taking  any  part  in  the  decision  of  any  question  at  issue 
or  before  the  court,  or  from  having  any  conversation  with  the  chair- 
man tending  in  any  way  to  influence  his  judgment,  or  that  of  any 
other  magistrate,  or  with  the  other  three  justices  upon  the  subject  of 
the  said^appeal.     The  chairman  also  stated  that  if  Mr:  Steward  did, 
during  the  trial  of  the  said  appeal,  make  any'  observation  to  him,  or 
look  at  or  refer  to  any  papers  lying  before  him,  he  did  not  listen  or 
attend  to  what  was  said  or  done  by  Mr.  Steward,  and  that  whatever 
observation  might  have  been  made  by  Mr.  Steward  was  entirely 
unheeded  by  him,  nor  did  he  enter  into  conversation  with  Mr.  Stew- 
ard during  the  trial  of  the  said  appeal  any  further  than  before  stated. 
The  other  three  justices  made  affidavits  to  the  same  effect. 

Couch  now  showed  cause.  There  is  no  case  made  out  to  show 
that  Mr.  Steward  took  any  part  in  the  decision  of  this  appeal  He 
was,  no  doubt,  interested  as  a  rate-payer,  but  not  as  a  direct  party  to 
the  appeal,  as  was  the  case  in  The  Queen  v.  Hie  Justices  of  Hert' 
fordshire,  6  Q.  B.  Rep.  753 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Eep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  73. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  he  was  any  way  interested  in  the  deci- 
sion, he  was  not  a  competent  judge.] 

He  was  at  all  events  competent  until  he  was  objected  to. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  think  that  he  ought  of  himself  to  have 
left  the  court  when  the  appeal  was  called  on,  without  waiting  to  be 
objected  to.  Such  is  the  course  always  adopted  in  Westminster  Hall 
whenever  one  of  the  judges  has  an  interest  in  the  question  to  be 
heard.] 

Then,  the  affidavit3  show  that  there  was  an  acquiescence  in  his 
remaining  after  the  objection  was  raised,  and  the  respondents  cannot 
now  fall  back  upon  the  objection  when  it  was  not  persisted  in.  But, 
in  the  next  place,  it  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Steward  was  one  of 
the  justices  by  whom  the  order  in  question  was  made,  and  so  notice 
has  not  been  duly  given  under  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  6,  which  is  impe- 
rative in  this  respect  In  The  Queen  v.  The  Justices  of  Hertfordshire^ 
it  was  held,  under  circumstances  precisely  similar,  that  the  notice  was 
not  properly  served. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  Suppose  a  justice  takes  a  part  in  every  stage  of 
the  hearing  except  the  final  decision  ? 


COURT   OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852.  93 

Begina  v.  The  Jastices  of  Suffolk. 


Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.    Or  sits  silent  when  the  decision  is  given  ?] 

There,  probably,  he  would  be  presumed  to  consent  to  and  to  takg 
part  in  the  decision.  But  here  Mr.  Steward  expressly  declared  that 
he  would  take  no  part  in  the  hearing  or  decision,  and  he  did  not  do 
so.  Therefore,  the  presumption  that  he  joined  in  the  decision  is 
rebutted. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  It  does  uot  appear  distinctly  whether  he  referred 
to  the  documents  before  or  after  he  made  that  declaration.] 

It  evidently  must  have  been  before.  The  fact  of  the  name  of  a 
justice  appearing  in  the  caption  raises  no  presumption  that  he  was 
present  when  any  particular  order  was  made.  The  Queen  v.  St,  James^ 
Colchester,  20  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  203 ;  s.  c.  4  Eng.  Rep.  305. 

Thirdly,  this  notice  is  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  Haughley  at 

large.     It  ought  to  state  who  are  the  parties  applying  for  the  writ 

The  Queen  v.  JBoWj  11  Ad.  &  E.  150.     Inhabitants  at  large  cannot 

appeal.     The  Queen  v.  Colbeck,  12  lb.  161 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep,  (n. 

s.)  M.  C.  61.     Here  there  is  no  one  liable  for  costs. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.*    Would  uot  the  attorney  be  responsible?] 

He  cannot  be  appointed  by  the  inhabitants  generally.  In  The  Queen 
v.  St.  James,  Colchester,  the  notice  was  signed  by  the  attorney  for  a 
particular  inhabitant  as  well  as  generally  for  the  inhabitants. 

QMalley  and  Power  were  not  called  upon  to  support  the  rule. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  This  rule  should  be  made  absolute.  I  am 
glad  for  the  sake  of  the  due  administration  of  justice  in  courts  of 
Quarter  Sessions  that  this  application  has  been  made.  The  proceed- 
ing which  here  took  place  is  much  to  be  censured.  Mr.  Steward  was 
interested  as  being  a  rate-payer  of  the  appellant  parish,  and  if  he  had 
^  done  his  duty,  he  would  have  at  once  voluntarily  withdrawn  from  the 
court.  That  is  the  example  set  by  judges  in  Westminster  Hall. 
Lord  Holt,  upon  the  hearing  of  a  question  in  which  he  was  person- 
ally interested,  left  the  bench  and  sat  by  the  side  of  his  counsel,  and 
I  did  so  in  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council  when  I  was 
chancellor  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster.  It  was  only  yesterday  that 
my  brother  Crompton  retired  from  court  during  the  hearing  of  a  case 
in  which  he  had  been  counsel  when  at  the  bar.  In  the  present  case, 
Mr.  Steward  declared  that  he  would  not  interfere  in  the  trial,  and  so 
far  there  seems  to  have  been  an  acquiescence,  but  afterwards  he  does 
interfere.  He  takes  upon  himself  indeed  to  swear  as  to  the  effect  his 
observations  and  the  pointing  out  parts  of  the  documents  might  have 
had  on  the  minds  of  the  other  justices,  but  he  admits  that  he  remain- 
ed on  the  bench  until  the  appeal  was  decided.  He  did  not  vote 
because  there  was  no  voting  at  all,  but  he  still  formed  a  member  of 
the  court,  and  his  interference  vitiated  the  proceedings,  and  there  is 
no  ground  for  saying  that  it  was  acquiesced  in.  With  regard  to  the 
objection  that  the  service  of  -the  notice  was  not  upon  two  of  the  jus- 
tices by  and  before  whom  the  order  was  made,  I  quite  agree  with  the 
decisions  which  have  been  cited.  In  the  case  decided  by  my  brother 
Patteson,  the  justice  had  not  interfered  at  all.     He  was  only  sitting 
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on  the  bench,  and  under  the  circumstances  in  the  light  of  a  mere  by- 
gander.  That  is  not  the  case  here.  Mr.  Steward  having  remained 
until  the  decision  took  place,  and  having  once  interfered,  it  mast  be 
taken  that  the  appeal  was  decided  by  and  before  him.  The  objec- 
tion that  the  notice  purports  to  be  by  the  inhabitants  .has  been  alresidy 
answered. 

Wig  HTM  AN,  J.  It  is  most  essentisd  for  the  satisfactory  administra- 
tion of  justice  that  parties  who  are  interested  in  a  decision  should 
not  only  take  no  part  in  it,  but  also  should  give  no  ground  for  be- 
lieving that  they  influence  others  in  deciding.  Here  Mr.  Steward 
interfered  in  the  trial,  if  not  by  words  certainly  by  his  acts,  so  that 
the  other  justices  might  have  derived  some  influence  from  him.  That 
disqualifies  the  decision,  and  we  ought  to  grant  the  certiorari.  As 
to  the  other  points,  I  quite  agree  with  what  has  been  said  by  Lord 
Campbell. 

Crompton,  J.  The  only. question  is  whether  an  interested  justice 
interfered  in  this  case.  It  is  said  that  he  did  not  influence  the  deci- 
sion of  the  rest  of  the  magistrates,  but  that  is  not  what  is  objected. 
What  is  objected  to  is  not  denied  in  the  affidavits. 

Rule  absolute. 


Regina,  on  •  the  prosecution  of  the  Commissioners  for  Paving 
Goodman's  Fields,  v.  The  East  London  Waterworks  Com- 
pany. 

•  Jane  Sth,  1852. 

Paving  Rate — Waterworks   Company — Rate  in  respect  of  Mains 
and  Pipes  —  Construction  of  11  Geo,  3,  c.  12. 

By  the  40th  section  of  the  local  act^  11  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  the  commissioners  appointed  hy  the  act 
were  empowered  to  make  rates  npon  all  persons  who  ^^  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  possess, 
or  enjoy  an^  land,  house,  shop,  warehoase,  cellar,  vault,  or  other  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments "  withm  the  streets,  sauares,  &c.,  of  a  certain  district,  such  rates  not  to  exceed  in  any 
one  year  "  the  sum  of  Is.  2a.  in  the  pound  of  tiie  yearly  rents  of  yearly  value  of  such  of 
the  said  lands,  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars,  vaults,  or  other  tenements  or  heredita- 
ments respectively,  as  shall  be  situate  in  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  &C.,  the  greater 
part  or  parts  of  which  said  streets,  &c.,  respectively,  shall  be  actually  be^n  to  be  paved 
with  new  or  other  stones  of  a  flat  surface ;  and  not  exceeding  9d.  in  the  pound  of  the 
yearly  rents  or  yearly  value  of  such  of  the  said  lands,  &c.,  respectively,  as  shall  be  situate 
m  any  of  the  streets,  squares,  &c.,  which  shall  be  actually  begun  to  be  new  paved,  the  foot- 
ways whereof  shall  be  constructed  with  new  or  flat  stones,  and  the  carriage-ways  whereof 
wiUi  the  old  stones  which  shall  be  taken  up  in  the  same  or  any  other  of  the  said  streets, 
squares,  &c,  and  not  exceeding  6<f.  in  the  pound  of  the  yearly  rents  or  yearly  vidue  of  such 
of  the  said  lands,  &c.,as  shall  be  situate  in  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  &c.,  which  ^hall 
only  be  repaired  by  virtue  or  in  pursuance  of  this  act.*'  The  occupiers  of  houses  situate 
at  the  comer  of  paved  streets  were  made  liable  by  a  special  provision  to  half  of  the  rate 
only,  and  the  act  also  contained  special  provisions  as  to  the  rating  of  public  buildings  and 
other  specified  property,  but  whicn  had  no  express  reference  to  the  pipes  and  other  pro- 

1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.C.  174 ;  16  Jur.  711. 
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jtertj  of  .a  company  for  the  supply  of  water.    The  oommissionen  wera  em{)owered  by  sec- 
tion 22,  to  alter  the  situation  or  the  water  pipes,  &c^  throughout  the  district 

.Held,  that  under  the  40th  section  an  incorporated  waterworks  company  was  ratable  in  re- 
spect of  the  mains,  pipes,  and  other  apparatus  laid  down  within  the  district  of  the  com- 
missioners. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  a  rate  made  by  the  Paving  Commis- 
sioners, under  the  67  Geo.  3,  c-  29,  and  the  11  Geo.  3,  Ct  12,  to 
which  the  appellants  were  assessed  in  the  sum  of  37/.  IO5.,  and  by 
consent,  and  under  the  order  of  Crompton,  J.,  the  following  case  was 
stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  court. 

Thte  rate  was  laid  on  the  appellants  in  respect  of  land  within  the 
streets  of  the  paving  district  in  the  possession  of  the  company  and 
occupied  by  their  mains,  pipes,  and  other  apparatus,  and  for  the 
enjoyment  of  such  lands,  and  the  right  of  laying  their  mains  and 
pipes  therein.  The  appellants  are  an  incorporated  company,  esta- 
blished by  act  of  parliament,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  parts  of 
the  eastern  part  of  the  metropolis  with  water.  By  an  act  of  incor- 
poration of  the  said  company  (the  47  Geo.  3,  sess.  2,  c.  72  local 
and  personal),  amongst  other  powers  and  privileges  conferred  on  the 
said  company,  they  are,  by  section  32,  empowered  for  the  effectual 
purposes  of  the  act  to  dig  and  break  up  the  soil  and  pavement  of 
any  of  the  roads,  highways,  footways,  and  streets  and  public  places 
of  certain  parishes  and  places  therein  mentioned,  including  the  said 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Whitechapel,  and  to  sink  and  lay  pipes,  trunks, 
and  other  conveniences  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  to  put  stop- 
cocks or  plugs  or  branches  from  such  pipes,  trunks  and  other  conve- 
niences, in  such  places  and  in  manner  as  shall  be  necessary  for  the 
aforesaid  purposes,  and  do  all  such  acts  as  the  company  should,  from 
time  to  time,  think  necessary  and  convenient  for  completing,  amend- 
ing, repairing,  improving  and  using  the  works  authorized  by  the  act. 

The  respondents  are  the  commissioners  acting  under  and  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  acts  of  parliament  of  the  11  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  and 
57  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  above  mentioned.  By  the  former  of  those  acts 
(11  Geo.  3,  c.  12,)  the  commissioners  are  empowered  to  pave  the 
streets  and  ways  of  the  district,  and,  in  certain  caseff,  to  make,  alter, 
and  remove  sewers,  drains,  and  grates,  and  to  cause  the  streets  and 
ways  to  be  watered,  and  to  perform  certain  other  matters  in  the  said 
act  specified. 

The  36th  section  of  the  said  act  of  the  11  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  enacts, 
"And  for  defraying  the  charges  and  expenses  attending  the  execution 
of  the  several  powers  by  this  act  granted,  be  it  further  enacted,  that 
from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  a  rate  or  assessment  (over  and 
above  all  rates  and  assessments  now  payable)  shall,  once  in  every 
year,  or  oftener  if  it  shall  be  thought  needful  by  the  said  commis- 
sioners, or  any  seven  or  more  of  them,  be  made,  laid  and  assessed  by 
the  said  commissioners  or  any  seven  or  more  of  them  upon  all  and 
every  person  or  persons  who  do  or  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  possess 
or  enjoy  any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  cellar,  vault  or  other  tene- 
ments or  hereditaments  within  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  lanes, 
courts,  alleys,  ways  or  other  public  passages,  for  raising  such  compe- 
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tent  sum  and  sums  of  money  as  the  said  commissioners  or  any 
seven  or  more  of  them  shall,  from  time  to  time,  think  needful  and 
direct,  so  as  such  rate  or  assessed  rates  or  assessments  do  not  in  any 
one  year  exceed  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  Is.  2d.  in  the  pound  of  the 
yearly  rents  or  yearly  value  of  such  of  the  said  lands,  houses,  shops, 
warehouses,  cellars,  vaults  or  other  tenements  or  hereditaments  re- 
spectively as  shall  be  situate  in  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  lanes, 
courts,  alleys,  ways,  and  other  public  passages,  the  greater  part  or 
parts  of  which  said  streets,  squares,  lanes,  courts,  alleys,  ways,  or 
other  public  passages  respectively  shall  be  actually  begun  to  be  paved 
with  new  or  other  stones  of  a  flat  surface  by  virtue  or  in  pursuance 
of  this  act ;  and  not  exceeding  9rf.  in  the  pound  of  the  yearly  rents  or 
yearly  value  of  such  of  the  said  lands,  houses,  shops,  warehouses, 
cellars,  vaults  and  other  tenements  or  hereditaments  respectively  as 
shall  be  situate  in  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  lanes,  courts,  alleys, 
ways  or  other  public  passages  which  shall  be  actually  begun  to  be 
new  paved,  the  footways  whereof  shall  be  constructed  with  new  or 
flat  stones,  and  the  carriage-ways  thereof  with  the  old  stones  which 
shall  be  taken  up  in  the  same  or  any  other  of  the  said  streets,  squares, 
lanes,  courts,  alleys,  ways,  or  other  public  passages,  by  virtue  and  in 
pursuance  of  this  act ;  and  *  not  exceeding  6^  in  the  pound  of  the 
yearly  rents  or  yearly  value  of  such  of  the  said  lands,  houses,  shops, 
warehouses,  cellars,  vaults,  or  other  tenements  or  hereditaments,  re- 
spectively, as  shall  be  situate  in  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  lanes, 
courts,  alleys,  ways,  or  other  public  passages,  which  shall  only  be 
repaired  by  virtue  or  in  pursuance  of  this  act"  That  by  the  24th 
section  of  the  67  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  it  is  enacted,  "  That  it  may  be  law- 
ful to  and  for  the  persons  who,  under  any  local  act  or  acts  of  parlia- 
ment for  any  parochial  or  other  district  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
act,  are  empowered  to  make  rates  and  assessments  for  the  expenses 
of  paving  or  keeping  in  repair  the  pavements  of  any  streets  or  public 
places  within  such  parochial  or  other  districts,  either  separately  or 
jointly  with  other  purposes,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  after 
the  passing  of  this  act  for,  and  notwithstanding  any  provisions  or 
restrictions,  matters  or  things  in  such  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament 
contained,  to  make  and  sign  all  and  every  or  any  such  rates  or 
assessments  as  shall  be,  from  time  to  time,  necessary  or  expedient  for 
paving  or  repairing  the  pavements  of  .the  streets  and  public  places 
within  such  parochial  or  other  district,  pursuant  to  the  directions  of 
the  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament  for  such  parochial  or  other  district, 
or  of  this  act ;  and  for  the  payment  of  all  debts  or  charges  heretofore 
incurred  or  hereafter  to  be  incurred  in  and  about  the  execution  of 
such  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament,  and  of  this  act  or  either  of  thera, 
as  to  the  paving  and  repairing  the  pavements  of  and  in  such  paro- 
chial or  other  district,  and  for  the  payment  of  any  interest  or  annui- 
ties charged  or  chargeable  on  the  paving  rates  of  the  said  parochial 
or  other  district,  or  for  the  payment  of  any  principal  moneys  which 
may  be  due  in  respect  thereof,  either  separately  or  jointly,  or  for  other 
purposes,  as  to  such  persons  shall  seem  reasonable  and  proper,  not 
exceeding  in  amount  in  any  one  year  double  the  sum  or  sums  in  the 
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pound,  limited  and  fixed  in  the  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament  for  such 
parochial  or  other  district  as  the  rate  or  rates  in  the  poand  which  may  be 
made  for  and  towards  the  charges  of  paving  and  repairing  the  pave- 
ments therein ;  and  either  separately  or  joinuy  with  any  other  objects 
or  purposes,  except  in  such  parochial  or  other  district  wherein  the 
sum  or  sums  in  the  pound,  limited  and  fixed  in  the  local  act  or*acts 
of  parliament  for  each  of  such  parochial  or  other  districts  as  such 
rate  or  rates  in  the  pound,  are,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  act, 
limited  and  fixed  at  a  sum  not  exceeding  1^.  in  the  pound,  and  in 
any  such  parochial  or  other  district  not  exceeding  in  amount  in  anv 
one  year  treble  the  sum  or  sums  in  the  pound  so  limited  and  fixed ; 
and  that  such  rates  and  assessments  may  be  either  substituted  for  the 
rates  or  assessments  directed  by  such  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament 
to  be  made  for  or  in  respect  of  the  paving  and  keeping  in  repair  the 
pavements  of  such  parochial  or  other  district,  either  separately,  or 
exclusively,  or  jointly  with  any  other  objects  or  purposes,  or  may  be 
additional  thereto,  as  the  persons  making  the  said  rates  or  assess- 
ments from  time  to  time  at  the  making  thereof  may  determine  and 
direct;  and  that  suSh  rates  and  assessments,  and  also  all  rates  or 
assessments  made  and  signed  firom  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act, 
for  and  in  respect  of  or  towards  the  paving  or  repairing  the  pavements 
of  the  streets  or  public  places  in  any  parochial  or  other  district,  and 
either  separately  or  jointly  with  or  towards  any  other  objects  or  other 
purposes  by  virtue  of  any  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament,  or  by  virtue 
of  this  act,  shall  be  laid  upon  all  and  every  person  or  persons  who  do 
and  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  be  in  possession  of,  or  enjoy  any 
messuages,  tenements,  lands,  grounds,  coach-houses,  stables,  cellars, 
vaults,  houses,  shops,  warehouses  or  other  buildings  or  hereditaments, 
situate  or  being  within  any  of  the  streets  or  places  within  the  said 
parochial  or  pther  district,  and  shall  be  just  and  equal  pound  rates, 
and  shall  be  laid  according  to  the  annual  rents  or  values  of  such  mes- 
suages, tenements,  lands,  grounds,  coach-houses,  stables,  cellars, 
vaults,  houses,  shops,  warehouses  or  other  buildings  and  hereditaments 
respectively ;  and  also  that  all  riates  or  assessments  hereafter  made  by 
virtue  of  this  act  shall  be  made  and  signed  and  allowed  and  published 
by  the  said  persons,  and  in  the  same  manner  as  hath  been  directed 
by  the  local  act  or  acts  of  parliament  relating  to  each  particular  pa- 
rochial or  other  district,  as  to  the  rates  or  assessments  for  such  paro- 
chial or  other  district,  for  and  towards  the  expenses  of  paving  and 
repairing  the  pavements  therein,  and  either  separately  or  jointly  with 
any  other  objects  and  purposes  by  such  local  act  or  acts  of  parlia- 
ment." 

The  respondents  had  paved  and  repaired  the  streets,  ways,  and 
public  places  of  the  said  district,  and  otherwise  acted  in  the  execution 
of  the  several  powers  by  the  said  act  of  the  11  Geo.  3,  c.  12  granted ; 
and  the  district  of  the  said  commissioners  is  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  said  act  of  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  19.  The  appellants  are  the 
owners  and  possessed  of  certain  main  and  branch  pipes,  with  the 
cocks  and  plugs  belonging  thereto,  running  underground  through  the 
streets,  squares,  lanes,  courts,  alleys,  ways,  and  other  public  passages 
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in  Tarions  parts  of  the  district  embraced  by  the  said  act  of  parlia- 
ment of  the  11  Greo.  3,  c.  12,  and  within  the  umits  of  the  jnrisdiction 
of  the  respondents  as  such  commissioners ;  and  which  parts  of  the 
said  district  have  been  paved  and  repaired,  and  over  which  the  said 
commissioners  have  otherwise  exercised  the  powers  of  the  Mst- 
raentioned  act,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  water,  through  which 
main  and  branch  pipes  water  is  conveyed  by  the  appellants  to  the 
inhabitants  of  such  district  and  others.  That  the  plugs  and  stop- 
cocks inserted  in  the  various  parts  of  the  said  pipes  are  enclosed  in 
smaller  pipes,  the  extremities  of  which  last-mentioned  pipes  termi- 
nate in  iron  boxes,  which  rise  to  and  form  part  of  the  surface  of  the 
said  streets  and  ways  and  public  places  within  which  the  same  re- 
spectively lie,  and  are  stamped  with  the  initial  letters*  of  the  company. 
The  appellants  had  been  possessed  of  their  mains  and  pipes,  with 
the  plugs  and  cocks  belonging  thereto  within  the  district  for  upwards 
of  thirty  years,  and  until  the  year  1851  were  never  assessed  to  a  pav- 
ing rate,  or  any  rate  whatever,  for  the  said  district  under  the  said  acts 
of  the  11  Geo.  3,  c.  12,  and  the  57  Greo.  3,  c.  29,  or  either  of  them ;  but 
the  said  company  have,  firom  time  to  time,  been  assessed  to  and  have 
paid  the  rates  for  thereUef  of  the  poor  and  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
police,  and  the  rate  for  lighting  and  cleansing  the  streets  and  other 
public  places  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Whitechapel,  and  the  rate  for 
repairing  the  church  of  the  said  parish,  which  rates  have  been,  from 
time  to  time,  assessed  by  virtue  of  a  statute  passed  in  the  forty-sixth 
year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  Greoi^e  the  Third,  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  poor  within  the  parish  of  St  Mary,  Whitechapel,  and  for 
keeping  a  nightly  watch,  and  for  cleansing  the  streets  of  the  said  parish, 
and  raising  money  to  repair  the  church  of  the  said  parish.  By  the  53d 
eection  of  that  act  it  is  enacted,  "  That  the  rector,  church-wardens, 
overseers  of  the  poor  and  vestry-men,  or  any  nine  or  more  of  them, 
should  make  and  sign  three  distinct  rates  or  assessments,  not  exceed- 
ing the  amount  of  the  respective  sums  thereinbefore  directed  to  be 
settled  and  ascertained,  upon  all  and  every  the  person  and  persons 
who  do  and  shall  inhabit  hold,  occupy,  possess,  or  enjoy  any  land, 
house,  shop,  warehouse  or  other  building,  tenements  or  hereditaments; 
that  is  to  say,  one  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  one  other  rate  for 
the  repairs  of  the  church,  and  one  other  for  cleansing  the  streets  and 
regulating  a  nightly  watch  in  certain  parts  of  the  said  parish." 

The  form  and  amount  of  the  rate,  or  of  the  assessments  on  the 
company,  if  the  company  be  ratable,  were  not  in  dispute. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellants  were,  under 
the  circumstances  aforesaid,  Uable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  said 
^  mains,  pipes,  plugs,  cocks,  and  apparatus,  or  the  pipes  thereof,  or  in 
respect  of  any  of  them,  or  of  the  lands,  ground,  or  space  which  they 
or  any  of  them  occupy,  the  said  rate  was  to  be  confirmed ;  but  if  the 
court  should  be  of  the  contrary  opinion,  then  the  said  rate  was  to  be 
quashed  or  amended  by  striking  out  the  assessment  on  the  appellants ; 
the  parties  thereby  agreeing  that  a  judgment  in  conformity  with  the 
decision,  and  for  such  costs  as  the  court  should  adjudge,  might  be 
entered  on  motion  by  either  party  at  the  general  Quarter  Sessions  of 
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the  Peace  for  the  county  of«  MiddleseXi  next,  or  next  but  one,  after 
such  decision  should  have  been  given. 

Pashley,  for  the  respondents.  Under  the  43  Eliz.  c  2,  it  has  been 
decided  that  water  and  gas  companies  are  ratable  —  The  King  v. 
The  Corporation  of  Bath,  14  East,  609 ;  Tlie  King  v.  The  Bochdale 
Waterworks  Company ,  1  M.  &  S.  634 ;  The  King  v.  The  Brighton  Oas 
Light  Company,  5  B.  &  C.  466 ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Bep.  K.  B.  213.  And 
here  the  terms  of  the  rating  clause,  section  40,  of  the  11  Geo.  8,  c. 
12,  are  more  general. 

[Erle,  J.  The  ability  of  the  inhabitants  was  the  limit  under  the 
43  Eliz.  c  2 ;  but  that  is  not  so  under  the  statute  now  in  question.] 

Section  40  makes  persons  liable  to  the  rate  in  respect  of  occupa- 
tion, independently  of  their  ability.  ^  Land  "  is  expressly  mentioned 
amongst  the  subjects  made  liable  to  the  rate ;  and  the  words  "  lands" 
and  <'  grounds "  occur  in  section  24  of  the  57  Geo.  3,  c.  29.  The 
omission  of  the  word  ^<  land  "  was  relied  upon  in  the  cases  of  The 
King  v.  The  Manchester  and  Salford  Watertoorks  Company,  1  B.  &  C. 
630,  and  2%e  Queen  v.  The  East  London  Waterworks  Company,  21 
Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  49 ;  s.  c.  9  Eng.  Bep.  271.  The  company 
have  submitted  to  the  highway  rate  unoer  the  local  act,  the  46  Geo. 
3,  c.  89.  He  also  referred  to  2%e  King  v.  FoleshUl,  2  Ad.  &  E. 
593 ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  63,  and  Th%  King  v.  The  Trus- 
tees for  Paving  Shrewsbury,  3  B.&  Ad.  216. 

Bovill,  contra.  There  are  j»rovisions  in  the  statute  11  Geo.  3,  c. 
12,  which  show  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  include  the 
maius  and  pipes  of  this  company  under  the  word  '^  land  "  in  section 
36.  The  company  are  not  inhabitants  or  persons  passing  through 
the  streets  within  the  preamble,  which  recites,  "  that  it  would  be  of 
great  benefit  and  advantage  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  streets, 
squares,  lanes,  courts,  alleys,  ways,  and  other  public  passages,  and  to 
aU  persons  resorting  thereto,  or  passing  through  the  same,"  if  they 
were  properly  paved,  and  that  "  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  streets, 
squares,  lanes,  courts,  alleys,  ways,  and  other  public  passages,  are 
ixalling  to  pave  the  same  at  their  own  expense,"  but  that  the  same 
could  not  be  effected  without  the  aid  of  parUamdnt  The  company  will 
not  be  benefited  by  the  application  of  the  mOney  raised  by  the  rate, 
and.  therefore,  should  not  incur  the  liabilitv  to  it.  TA^  Constables, 
&c.  %f  Chorlton^poU'Medlock  v.  Walker,  10  Mee.  &  W.  742 ;  s.  c. 
l2  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  88.  Section  42  subjects  the  occupiers 
of  houses  situate  in  the  comer  of  paved  streets  to  half  only  of  the 
rate  at  which  they  would  have  been  rated  if  they  had  stood  wholly 
within  the  paved  streets,  which  shows  an  intention  that  property 
should  be  burthened  with  the  i^te  in  proportion  to  the  benefit  de- 
rived firom  the  operations  of  the  commissioners.  When  the  legisla* 
ture  intends  to  deal  with  the  pipes,  it  mentions  them,  as  in  sections 
16  — 19,  relating  to  their  repair  and  position.  There  are  also  special 
provisions  (sections  46,  47,  and  48,)  as  to  the  rating  of  public  build- 
ings, dead  walls,  void  spaces  of -ground,  meeting-houses,  untenanted 
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lands,  and  empty  houses,  bat  the  inain#  and  pipes  of  the  company 
are  not  mentioned.  By  section  22,  the  paving  commissioners  have 
power  to  alter  the  position  of  the  pipes  and  plugs  of  the  company, 
which  shows  that  the  company  have  not  the  occupation  or  enjoyment 
of  the  land,  but  an  easement  for  the  benefit  of  the  public. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  may  be  a  movable  freehold.  The 
company  could  maintain  trespass  for  breaking  the  pipes.] 

If  these  pipes  are  ratable,  the  sewers  would  be  ratable.  Sec- 
tions 15, 16,  and  22,  of  the  Metropolitan  Paving  Act,  57  Geo.  3,  c. 
129,  gives  the  paving  commissioners  power  to  enforce  various  regu- 
lations upon  the  water  and  gas  companies.  By  section  52  of  that 
act,  and  section  10  of  the  local  act,  the  pavement,  stones,  and  other 
materials  placed  in  the  streets  are  vested  in  the  commissioners. 

[Erle,  J.  In  the  statute  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  lands  and  coal  mines  were 
mentioned,  and  it  was  argued  that  other  mines  were  not  intended, 
because  coal  mines  were  expresslv  mentioned,  and,  therefore,  subterra- 
neous occupation  was  not  intenaed.  Does  section  36  show  that  the 
legislature  contemplated  surface  land  ?  By  that  section  there  is  to 
be  a  different  degree  of  ratability  according  to  the  state  of  the  pave- 
ment The  pipes  pervade  the  streets,  whether  they  are  paved  or 
not,  or  only  paved  in  part  The  water  pipes  are  distinct  from  the 
pavement  above  them.  It  would  require  a  calculation  of  how  many 
feet  of  pipes  were  #nder  paved  street,  how  many  under  street  partly 
paved,  and  how  much  under  ground  not  paved.] 

That  enactment  shows  the  legislature  intended  that  only  the  ordi- 
nary subjects  of  tenancy  should  be  rated,  and  therefore  the  word 
"  land  "  in  section  40  is  to  be  understood  in  its  popular  sense.  In 
The  Governor  of  Chelsea  Waterworks  v.  Bowley^  20  Law  J.  Bep. 
(n.  s.)  Q.  B.  520,  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  376,  it  was  held,  that  the  power 
of  a  waterworks  company  to  lay  down  its  pipes  was  in  the  nature  of 
an  easement,  and  that  they  were  not  holders  of  land  or  of  an  heredi- 
tament within  the  meaning  of  the  Land-tax  Acts. 

Pashley^  in  reply.  A  house  and  garden  would  be  liable  to  a  differ- 
ent amount  of  rate,  when  it  is  extended  over  a  part  differently  paved, 
under  section  36.  The  company  is  benefited  by  the  protection 
which  its  property  enjoys,  as  well  as  by  the  increased  facility  of  con- 
veying materials  for  repairing  it  It  was  decided  in  Crease  v.  Sawle, 
2  Q.  6.  Bep.  862,  that  all  occupiers  of  every  description  of  real 
estate  were  liable  to  be  rated. 

[Erle,  J.  The  words  "  lands  and  bouses  "  rather  show  that  the 
le^slature  intended  the  land  which  might  be  superficially  enjoyed, 
inasmuch  as  land,  by  itself,  would  have  included  houseej 

And  yet  a  gas  company  is  ratable.  The  King'  v.  The  Brighton 
Gas  Company.  « 

[Erle,  J.  Would  you  contend  that  the  commissioners  of  sewers 
were  ratable?] 

They  are  for  public  purposes,  not  for  profit,  and  would  not  be  rat- 
able more  than  the  surveyors  of  highways.  A  water  company  is  a 
commercial  company,  distributing  water  for  profit  (He  was  then 
stopped.) 
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Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.    By  section  40  of  th^^statute  11  Geo.  3,  a 
12,  the  rate  is  to  be  made  upon  every  person  w^o'is,  the  occupier  of 
^'  any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  cellar,  vaulff 'oY  other  tenements 
or  hereditaments."     Those  are  the  very  words  of  tiu»*^^tion  of  the 
statute  43  Eliz.  c  2,  under  which  real  property  is  ra^GiU^;  and  we 
are  to  see  what  construction  has  been  put  upon  those  trofda;    By  a 
long  series  of  cases,  beginning  with  T%e  Sing  v.  2%e  CorpQratitm  of 
Bath^  and  including  The  Queen  v.  The  Brighton  Oas  Light  O^pfin^i 
it  is  settled  that  such  a  company  is  ratable  in  respect  of  their  pipea, 
to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  under  the  statute  43  Eliz.  c  2,  as  occupiers, 
of  land.     That  being  so,  there  is  no  reason  why  the  same  construe-.^ 
tion  should  not  be  put  upon  the  same  words  employed  in  this  act  of 
parliament    In  The  King  v.  T%e  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks 
Company^  the  pipes  were  held  not  ratable,  on  the  ground  that  the 
word  ^'land"  was  not  in  the  statute,  and  that  the  general  words 
'*  tenements  and  hereditaments "  were  to  be  considered  as  referring 
to  matters  ejusdem  generis  with  those  previously  enumerated.     And 
in  the  recent  case  between  the  hamlet  of  Mile  End  Old  Town  and 
this  company.  The  Queen  v.  The  East  London  Waterworks  Compamy^ 
we  proceeded  upon  the  same  ground.     It  may  be  inferred  that  if 
the  word  'Uand"  had  been  found  in  the  act,  the  bourt  would  in 
both  those  cases  have  held  the  company  ratable.     The   Governor  of 
the  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company  v.  jBowleyj  proceeded  upon  th 
peculiar  words  of  the  Land-tax  Act,  58  Greo.  3,  c  5,  by  which  the 
tax  is  laid  upon  all  persons  '<  having  or  holding"  any  lands  or  here- 
ditaments;  and  we  most  cautiously  avoided  interfering  with  the 
decisions  upon  the  statute  43  Eliz.  c  2.     In  that  case  the  company 
did  not  appear  to  have  any  interest  in  land ;  and  therefore  we  held 
that  they  were  not  liable  under  the  Land-tax  Act     Here  the  land  is 
used  and  occupied  by  the  company  for  their  pipes;  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  Paving  Act  to  show  that  such  property  was  intended 
to  be  excluded  from  the  rating  clause.     This  company  derive  bene- 
fit &om  the  operations  of  the  paving  commissioners;  and  though 
the  situation  of  their  pipes  may  be  altered  bv  the  commissioners, 
still,  wherever  their  pipes  are,  the  company  are  m  the  lawful  occupa- 
tion of  the  soiL    Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rate  was  pro- 
perly made  upon  the  compan/ 

Coleridge,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  do  not  proceed  upon 
the  supposed  occupation  of  the  surface  of  the  soil  by  the  plugs  of 
the  company :  that,  I  think,  is  quite  unnecessary ;  and,  indeed,  the 
paving  commissioners  are  more  in  the  occupation  of  the  surface 
of  the  ground  than  the  company.  I  regard  the  case  as  if  the 
surface  and  subsoil  were  in  the  occupation  of  different  persons ;  as 
where  there  is  an  owner  of  the  surface  and  an  owner  of  the  mine 
below  it  Where  the  same  words  occur  in  enactments  having  in 
view  the  same  general  object,  it  is  desirable  to  preserve  uniformity  of 
construction.  £i  2%6  Queen  v.  The  East  London  Waterworks  Com- 
pany^ we  held  that  the  words  "  tenements  and  hereditaments  "  should 
receive  a  restricted  construction,  because  they  followed  words  of  a 
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restricted  meaning.;*.  By*holding  this  property  ratable,  we  do  not 
infringe,  but  act,iij^^*the  distinction  laid  down  in  the  cases. 


Erle,  J.  ;*7ii&*  question  is,  whether  this  property  is  made  ratable 
by  sectioir'^^jof  the  statute  11  Greo.  3,  c.  12,  which  imposes  a  rate 
on  the  '^cbc^ier  of  <<  any  land,  house,  shop,  warehouse,  cellar,  vault, 
or  otKer*r4;enements  or  hereditaments."  In  some  cases  it  has  been 
helM2**iImt  general  words  should  receive  a  restricted  construction ;  bat 
^•^fTi'not  able  to  find,  in  this  act  of  parliament,  any  restriction  upon 
V  Jhe  meaning  of  the  word  "  land." 


•    •  • 


••.: 


Crompton,  J.  It  has  been  held,  that  the  general  words,  ^  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments,"  in  a  rating  clause,  where  the  word  ^<  land  " 
was  omitted,  do  not  extend  to  property  of  this  description.  But 
here  the  word  ^Mand"  is  in  the  rating  clause.  The  only  doubt 
which  I  have  felt  was  created  by  reason  of  section  40  laying  a  smaller 
charge  on  the  lands  and  houses  situate  in  streets  not  paved,  and  the 
streets  not  paved  with  flat  stones,  than  on  those  situate  in  streets 
paved  with  flat  stones ;  but  that  provision  is  not  sufficient  to  restrain 
the  clear  chargeability  imposed  by  the  preceding  words. 

Judgfneni  far  the  respondenU. 


Reoina  V*  Arnold.^ 

June  18,  1852. 

Pauper  Lunatic — Burthen  of  Maintenance  —  Birth  in  Ireland  — 
Irremovability  under  9  4*10  Vict.  c.  66 — No  known  Settlement  — 
UabilUy  of  Union  — 12  4- 13  Vict.  c.  103,  $.  6. 

The  12  &  13  Vict  c  103,  s.  6,  extends  to  the  maintenance  of  a  panper  Innatic,  bom  in  Ire- 
land, who  has  ac(}nired  no  settlement  in  Englai^  bat  has  beioome  ixremoTable  by  reason 
^  of  fire  yean'  residence  in  a  paiish  within  an  nmon  in  England ;  and  in  snch  a  case  the 
*'  burthen  of  maintaining  the  panper  in  an  asylnm  is  cast  npon  the  common  fond  of  the 
union. 

This  was  an  order,  dated  the  34  of  February,  1852,  and  made  by 
T.  J.  Arnold,  Esq.,  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the  police  courts  of  the 
metropolis,  and  dhrected  to  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  White- 
chapel  Union  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  of  the  said  county.  The  order  recited,  upon  the  complaint  of 
the  relieving  officer  of  the  Whitechapel  Union,  that  the  pauper  was 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund  of  the  said  union,  and  was  confined 
in  the  lunatic  asylum  for  the  county,  at  the  cost  and  expense  of  the 


A  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (k.  s.)  M.  C.  180. 


COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852.  103 

Begin*  v.  Arnold. 

common  fund  of  the  said  union ;  that  he  was  not  legally  settled  in 
any  parish  in  the  said  union,  and  had  not  acquired  a  settlement  in 
any  parish  or  place  in  England;  that  he  was  an  Irishman,  and 
while  resident  in  the  parish  of  Christ  Church,  in  the  said  union, 
became  chargeable  to  the  said  parish,  but  was  afterwards  made 
chargeable  to  the  common  fund  of  the  said  union  by  reason  of  a 
five  years'  residence  in  the  said  parish ;  that  he  was  sent  to  the  said 
county  asylum,  from  the  said  union,  on  the  28th  of  May,  1851,  and 
had  ever  since  been  confined  in  the  said  asylum ;  that  at  the  lime  of 
such  removal  he  had  resided  in  Christ  Church  parish  for  five  years 
and  upwards,  and  would,  if  not  lunatic,  have  been  irremovable  out 
of  the  said  parish  by  reason  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  if  such  statute 
were  applicable  to  the  case  of  an  Irishman  residing  in  a  parish  in 
England,  and  not  having  gained  any  English  settlement.  The  order 
then  adjudged  the  pauper  to  be  chargeable  to  the  said  county  of 
Middlesex ;  and,  thereupon,  another  order  was  made  on  the  same 
day,  directed  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  county,  requiring  him  to 
pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  union  the  expenses  attending  the  ex- 
amination, conveyance^  and  maintenance  of  the  pauper. 
The  facts,  as  above  recited,  were  admitted  on  both  sides. 

Pashley  (May  24th)  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  on  the  magistrate, 
who  made  the  orders,  and  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  White- 
chapel  Union,  to  show  cause  why  the  above  orders  should  not  be 
quashed.  The  question  is  whether  the  county  or  the  union  is  bound 
to  maintain  a  pauper  lunatic  bom  in  Ireland,  who,  if  sane,  would 
have  been  irremovable  by  reason  of  five  years'  residence,  and  has  not 
gained  any  settlement  in  England.  If  the  pauper  had  been  sane, 
he  might,  but  for  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66,  s.  1,  have  been  sent  to  Ire- 
land under  the  8  &  9  Vict,  c  117,  s.  2,  and  the  operation  of  the 
12  &  13  Vict.  c.  103,  s., 5,  is  to  throw  the  burthen,  in  a  case  like  this, 
upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union.  The  liability  of  the  county, 
under  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  ss.  59,  63^  is  by  that  statute,  transferred 
to  the  union.  He  referred  to  2%e  Queen  v.  Wtgton^  20  Law  J,  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  M.  C.  110 ;  8.  c.  2  Eng.  Rep.  248. 

Bodkin  showed  cause  in  the  first  instance.  No  doubt  a  pauper 
born  in  Ireland  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  five  years'  residence. 
Here  the  question  is,  whether  a  lunatic,  having  no  known  settlement 
in  England,  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  126,  ss. 
59,  63.  The  statutes  previous  to  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  103,  make  no 
reference  to  persons  having  no  known  place  of  settlement,  and  the 
5th  section  of  this  latter  act  cannot  fairly  be  construed  to  apply  to 
such  persons.  It  was  by  reason  of  the  hardship  to  some  one  parish 
in  the  case  of  irremovability  that  the  legislature  enacted  that  the 
burthen  should  be  thrown  on  the  common  fund  of  the  union.  The 
latter  part  of  the  5th  section  and  the  3d  section  throw  light  on  the 
question,  and  go  to  show  that  it  was  not  intended  to  transfer  the 
burthen  in  this  case  from  the  county  to  the  union.     The  union  is 
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entitled  to  the  same  benefit  in  this  case  as  the  parish  in  which  the 
five  years'  residence  took  place. 

Pashley.  The  5th  section  is  not  to  be  read  as  if  the  words  ^^  having 
a  settlement  in  England  "  were  in  it.  An  Irishman  and  an  English- 
man are  placed  in  just  the  same  situation.  The  Irishman  is  liable 
to  removal  to  Ireland,  and  is  as  much  exempt  from  removal  by  a 
five  years'  residence  as  an  Englishman ;  and  if  so,  the  union  in  this 
case  mtist  be  held  liable  to  support  the  pauper. 

Out.  adv.  vulL 


The  judgment  of  the  court  ^  was  delivered  by — 


Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  question  is  raised  whether 
the  expense  of  maintaining  a  pauper  lunatic,  who  was  exempt  from 
removal  by  five  years'  residence,  and  who  is  without  a  settlement  in 
England,  being  Irish  by  birth,  and  found  to  have  gained  none,  is  to 
be  borne  by  the  union  or  county.  And  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  is 
cast  upon  the  former  by  the  12  6c  13  Vict.  e.  103,  s.  5,  enacting  that 
the  costs  of  the  order  for  removal  and  maintenance  in  the  case  of  a 
lunatic  pauper,'  so  exempt,  sheJl  be  borne  by  the  union.  This  is 
admitted  in  the  case  where  the  lunatic  pauper  has  a  settlement,  and 
if  fulP  effect  is  given  to  the  words,  they  include  also  lunatic  paupers 
who  have  no  settlement  In  the  first  case  it  transfers  the  burthen 
from  the  parish  of  settlement  to  the  union  within  which  the  five 
years'  inhabitancy  took  place,  upon  the  principle  that  such  inhabit- 
ancy has  many  of  the  properties  of  a  settlement ;  and  we  see  no 
reason  why  the  legislature  should  not  have  intended  to  make  a  trans- 
fer from  the  county  to  the  union  in  the  latter  case,  as  it  has  used 
words  wide  enough  so  to  operate,  and  the  reason  for  the  transfer 
applies  equally  in  both  cases. 

Rule  absolute. 


Reoina,  on  the  prosecution  of  The  Mayor,  &c.,  of  Ashton-under- 

Lyne,  v.  Slater.^ 

April  28th,  1852. 

Highway  Rates — Borough  of  Ashton-under-Lyne —  Construction  of 

12  4*  13  Vict.  c.  35,  an^  10  ^  11  Vict.  c.  34. 

By  the  Ashton-ander-Lyne  Improyemeat  Act,  12  &  13  Vict  c  35,  8. 25,  power  is  giren  to 
the  mayor,  aldennep,  and  bai^eesses,  to  make  and  levy  a  highway  rate  npon  the  occnpiers 
of  all  messuages,  houses,  &c.,  Kinds,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  within  the  borough,  for 


1  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Colxridos,  J.,  Erls,  J.,  and  Crohfton,  J. 
s  21  Law  J.  Bep.  {v.  s.)  M.  C.  186 ;  16  Jar.  992. 
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maintaining  and  repairing  "  the  present  highways,  withui  the  borough,  when  sewered, 
drained,  levelled,  flagged,  pared,  and  otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  major, 
&c^  and  such  of  the  present  and  future  streets  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  decliured  pub- 
lic highways  as  aforesaid,  and  the  main  sewers  nnder  the  same."  The  borough  of  Ashton- 
under-Lyne  consists  of  a  part  of  one  of  the  four  divisions  of  the  parish  of  Ashton-under-Lyne, 
and  the  whole  of  another  of  such  divisions,  the  latter  l)eing  subdivided  into  two  districts ; 
and  before  the  passing  of  the  Above  act  each  of  sudi  districts  separately  maintained  its  own 
highways,  and  aad  its  own  surveyor.  The  greater  part  of  one  district  was  a  country  dis- 
trict After  the  passing  of  the  said  act,  the  mayor,  &c.,  acting  as  surveyors,  laid  a  rate  on 
the  ratable  property  within  each  of  the  said  districts,  exclusively  for  the  repair  of  such 
highways  within  them  as  had  not  been  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  paved,  flaggea,  And  other* 
wise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mayor,  &c:  — 

i9e^,  that  under  the  above  section  of  the  special  act,  taken  in  connection  with  sections  46 
and  49,  of  the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  34,  the  mayor,  idder- 
men,  and  bui^gesses  of  the  oorough  were  empowered  to  make  two  general  rates  wiUiin  the 
borough,  one  for  the  repair  of  the  urban  streets  within  the  25th  section  of  the  special  act, 
and  the  other  for  the  repair  of  the  rural  ways  not  within  that  section,  and,  ^erefore,  that 
the  rate  in  question  was  bad. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  an  assessment  to  a  highway  rate, 
made  and  published  in  May  1851,  for  the  Old  Town  division  of  the 
borough  of  Ashton-under-Lyne,  by  virtue  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c. 
dO,  made  by  the  town  council  of  the  said  borough,  as  surveyors,  un- 
der the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847,  and  the  Ashton- 
under-Lyne  Improvement  Act,  1849.  Notice  of  appeal  against  the 
said  rate  was  duly  given,  and,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  and  under 
an  order  of  Patteson,  J.,  the  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion 
of  this  court,  under  the  Quarter  Sessions  Procedure  Act 

The  parish  of  Ashton-under-Lyne,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  con- 
sists of  four  divisions,  called  respectively,  "  The  Ashton  Towns  Di- 
vision," "  The  Audenshaw  Division,"  "  Hartshead  Division,"  and 
"  The  Knott  Lanes  Division."  Of  these  the  Ashton  Towns  division 
is  again  subdivided  into  two  districts  or  sub-divisions  called  respect- 
ively "The  Old  Town"  and  "The  Demesne."  The  municipal 
borough  of  Ashton-under-Lyne  consists  of  the  Ashton  Towns  divi- 
sion of  the  said  parish  ^including  the  said  two  districts  or  sub-divisions) 
and  of  part  of  the  Audenshaw  division.  Up  to  the  time  of  the 
passing  and  coming  into  operation  of  the  Ashton-under-Lyne  Im- 
provement Act,  1849,  the  said  Audenshaw,  Hartshead,  and  Knott 
Lanes  divisions  maintained  each  separately  its  own  highways,  and 
had^ach  separate  surveyors,  and  the  said  Old  Town  and  Demesne 
districts  of  the  said  Ashton  Towns  division  maintained  each  sepa- 
rately its  own  highways  and  had  each  separate  surveyors.  The 
greater  portion  of  the  Old  Town  district  is  a  country  district ;  the 
Demesne  district  is  nearly  altogether  covered  by  the  town,  and  com- 
prises a  great  quantity  of  houses  and  other  ratable  property.  After 
the  passing  of  the  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improvement  Act,  1849,  the 
mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  required  the  surveyors  of  the  Old 
Town  and  Demesne  divisions,  respectively,  to  hand  over  to  them  all 
books  and  papers  in  their  power  and  custody  as  such  respective 
surveyors,  and  the  said  respective  surveyors  forthwith  delivered  the 
same  accordingly.  Long  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the 
said  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improvement  Act,  1849,  and  up  to  and  at 
the  time  of  the  making,  allowing,  and  publishing  the  said  rate  now 
appealed  against,  there  were  and  still  are  many  public  and  common 
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highways  both  in  the  Old  Town  division  and  also  in  the  Demesne 
division.  Some  of  the  highways  within  each  of  such  divisions,  re- 
spectively, had  been,  before  the  making  and  laying  of  the  rate  now 
appealed  against,  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flagged,  and  otherwise 
completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses 
of  the  said  borough,  and  were,  after  the  passing  of  the  Ashton-under- 
Lyne  Improvement  Act,  1849,  and  before  the  laying  of  the  said  rate 
appealed  against,  declared  to  be  so  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flagged, 
paved,  and  otherwise  completed  to  such  satisfaction,  and  had  been 
declared  to  be  public  highways,  and  have  been  kept  in  repair  out  of 
moneys  levied  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  25th  section  of  the  said 
last-mentioned  act  by  the  rates  of  February  and  December,  1850, 
hereafter  mentioned.  Others  of  the  highways  within  the  said  Old 
Town  division  and  the  said  Demesne  division  have  never  yet  been 
sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flagged,  paved,  and  otherwise  completed  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  said  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  and  have 
never  yet  been  certified  or  declared  to  be  sewered,  cbained,  levelled, 
flagged,  paved,  and  otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  nor  declared  to  be  public  highways 
within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improvement 
Act,  1849.  In  the  month  of  May,  1851,  and  after  the  passing  of  the 
said  last-mentioned  act,  certain  highways  in  the  Old  Town  division, 
which  were  not  at  that  time  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  paved,  flagged, 
and  otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said  mayor,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses,  being  then  out  of  repair,  the  said  mayor,  alder- 
men and  burgesses  assuming  to  be,  and  acting  as  surveyors  of  the 
said  Old  Town  division,  assessed  and  laid  the  rate  in  question  upon 
the  ratable  property  in  the  said  Old  Town  division,  for  the  repair 
only  of  such  highways  within  that  division  as  had  not,  at  the  time 
of  the  assessing  and  levying  of  such  rate,  been  so  sewered,  drained, 
levelled,  paved,  flagged,  and  otherwise  completed ;  and  at  the  same 
time  assuming  to  be,  and  acting  as  surveyors  of  the  Demesne  division, 
they  assessed  and  laid  another  rate  upon  the  ratable  property  within 
the  Demesne  division,  for  the  repair  of  highways  within  that  division 
exclusively,  namely,  for  the  repair  only  of  such  highways  then  out  of 
repair  within  that  division  as  had  not  been,  at  the  time  of  the  assessing 
and  levying  of  the  said  rate,  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  paved,  flagged, 
and  otherwise  completed  to  such  satisfaction  as  aforesaid.  The  said 
respective  rates  are  laid  upon  the  ratable  property  within  the  said 
respective  districts,  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other  ratable  property  within 
the  said  borough,  but  not  within  the  said  respective  districts.  The 
respondents  occupy  ratable  property  within  the  said  borough,  but  not 
within  the  Old  Town  district,  or  subdivision  thereof,  and  ought  to 
be  included  in  any  rate  made  for  the  repair  of  highways,  and  laid 
upon  the  said  borough  at  large,  but  not  rates,  if  any,  which  can  be 
legally  assessed  and  laid  upon  the  said  Old  Town  district  or  sub- 
division, exclusively  of  the  rest  of  the  borough.  There  is  within  the 
said  Old  Town  district  land  used  as  arable  land  only,  land  used  as 
meadow  land  only,  and  land  used  as  pasture  ground  only ;  the  occu- 
piers of  these  lands  respectively  are  rated  in  and  by  the  said  rate  accord- 
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ing  to  the  fall  net  annual  value  of  such  respective  lands,  and  this 
a.ppears  on  the  face  of  the  said  rate.     In  the  month  of  February,  1850, 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  laid  a  high- 
Avay  rate  of  2d.  in  the  pound  on  all  ratable  property  within  the  said 
'borough,  under  the  authority  of  the  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improvement 
Act,  1849.    This  rate  was  collected  early  in  the  year  1850,  and  ex- 
pended in  the  repair  of  the  highways  throughout  the  whole  borough, 
whether  declared  as  such  or  not.     In  the  month  of  December,  1850, 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  said  borough,  laid  another 
rate  of  Id.  in  the  pound,  under  the  authority  of  the  Ashton-under- 
Lyne  Improvement  Act,  1849.     This  rate  was  laid  on  all  the  property 
within  the  whole  borough,  and  expended  in  the  repair  of  those  high- 
^^^ays  only  which  had  been  declared  as  such  under  the  Ashton-under- 
Liyne  Improvement  Act,  and  which  have  been  paved,  sewered,  &c.,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  corporation.     The  Ashton-under-Lyne  Im- 
provement Act,  1849,  applies  to  the  same  district  as  that  comprised 
Twithin  the  municipal  borough  of  Ashton-under-Lyne,  the  limits  of  both 
being  co-extensive.     The  Old  Town  division  of  the  borough  of  Ash- 
ton-under-Lyne, mentioned  in  the  rate  appealed  against,  is  the  same 
with  the  Old  Town  district  or  sub-division  of  the  borough  of  Ashton- 
under-Lyne  mentioned  in  this"  case.     The  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bur- 
gesses of  the  said  borough  of  Ashton-under-Lyne  are  the  commis- 
sioners intrusted  by  the  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improvement  Act,  1849, 
Avith  powers  for  executing  the  purposes  thereof,  and  they  have  no 
revenues,  moneys,  or  other  means  applicable  to  the  repair  of  any 
highways  within  the  said  borough,  except  such  moneys  as  they  may 
be  entitled  to  raise  by  rates  under  the  authorities  of  the  several  sta- 
tutes in  that  behalf  provided. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  was,  whether  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  Ashton-under-Lyne,  in  the  month  of 
May,  1851,  under,  and  by  virtue  of  the  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improve- 
ment Act,  1849,  and  the  acts  incorporated  therewith,  and  the  5  &  6 
Will.  4,  c.  60,  or  any  or  either  of  these  acts,  or  any  other  statute  then 
in  force,  were  entitled  to  assess  and  levy  the  said  rate  upon  the  rat- 
able property  within  the  Old  Town  division  exclusively,  for  the 
repair  of  such  highways  within  that  division  as  had  not  been  at  the 
time  of  the  assessing  and  laying  of  that  rate,  declared  to  be  and 
were  not  sewered,  &c.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  they 
were  so  entitled,  then  this  rate  was  to  be  confirmed ;  if  the  court 
should  be  of  the  contrary  opinion,  it  was  to  be  quashed.  And  it  was 
thereby  agreed  by  and  between  the  said  appellant  and  the  said  re- 
spondents, and  each  of  them,  that  a  judgment  in  conformity  with  the 
decision  of  this  court,  and  for  such  costs,  if  any,  as  this  court  should 
adjudge,  (and  it  was  thereby  agreed  that  this  court  should  have  full 
power  and  authority  to  adjudicate  upon  the  costs  of  the  said  appeal, 
and  of  this  case),  might  be  entered  on  motion  by  either  party,  at  the 
Court  of  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  for  the  county 
palatine  of  Lancaster,  to  be  holden  by  adjournment  at  Salford,  next^ 
or  next  but  one,  after  such  decision  should  have  been  given,  and  that 
such  judgment  should  and  might  be  entered  up  accordingly,  and 
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that  the  said  rate  might  be  amended,  if  and  as  the  court  should  so 
direct 

Cowlinff  {Spinks  with  him)  argued  on  behalf  of  the  appellant 

H.  Hill  IMaynard  and  Mlward  with  him)  for  the  respondents. 

They  referred  to  sections  2,  3, 13,  48,  49, 161, 162, 167, 199  of  the 
Towns  Clauses  Improvement  Act,  10  &  11  Vict  c.  34 ;  section  27  of 
the  Highway  Act,  6  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  60 ;  and  sections  13,  20,  24,  25, 
and  31,  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  35,i  entitled  «  An  Act  for  the  further 
improvement  of  the  borough  of  Ashton-under-Lyne." 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rate  cannot  be 
supported;  not,  however,  on  the  ground  taken  by  Mr.  Hill,  in  the  first 


1  Section  13.  '*  That  the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847,  the  Town  Police 
Clauses  Act,  1847,  and  the  Markets  and  Fairs  Clauses  Act,  1847,  shall,  except  in  so 
fax  as  herein  varied  or  otherwise  provided  for,  be  incorporated  with  and  form  part  of 
this  act" 

Section  20.  **  That  if  any  street  or  part  of  a  street,  whether  the  same  be  a  public 
highway  or  not,  or  whether  the  same  be  already  or  shall,  at  any  time  hereafter,  be  laid 
out  ana  opened  to  the  public  within  the  said  borough,  be  not  or  shall  not  be  sufficiendy 
sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flagged,  paved,  and  otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  major,  aldermen,  and  bur- 
gesses, at  any  time,  and  from  time  to  time,  after  the  pasnng  of  this  act,  notwiUistand- 
mg  the  provisions  of  the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847,  incorporated  here- 
with, to  order  that  any  such  street  or  part  thereof  shall  be  freed  from  obstruction, 
sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flawed,  pavea,  and  otherwise  completed,  according  to  such 
plan,  on  such  level,  in  such  manner,  of  .such  materials,  and  within  such  time  as  they 
shall  direct,  and  thereupon  the  respective  owners  of  the  buildings  and  lands  lying 
alongside  of  or  adjoining  to  such  street  or  part  of  a  street  (notwiustanding  any  part 
of  such  street  may  include,  pass  over,  lie  opposite,  or  be  adjacent  to  any  cross  or  other 
street,  or  any  part  thereof),  shall,  according  to  such  plan,  on  such  level,  of  such  mate- 
rials, within  such  time,  ana  in  such  manner  as  shall  be  expressed  in  such  order,  at  their 
respective  chaiges  and  expenses,  remove  all  obstructions,  and  well  and  sufficiently  sewer, 
drain,  level,  flag,  pave,  and  otherwise  complete  such  street,  so  far  as  the  same  extends 
along  their  respective  buildings  or  lands,  and  in  the  event  of  such  owners  or  any  of 
them  making  default  in  the  due  execution  of  such  work  within  such  time  as  aforesaid, 
the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  may  cause  such  work  to  be  executed,  and  may 
recover  the  expense  incurred  by  them  in  respect  thereof,  in  the  manner  directed  by 
the  provisions  of  the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847,  with  respect  to  ensuring 
the  execution  of  the  works  by  that  or  the  special  act  required  to  be  done  by  die  owners 
or  occupiers  of  houses  or  lands,  so  far  as  such  provisions  apply  to  the  recovery  of  the 
expense  of  works  required  to  be  done  by  owners,  and  except  in  so  &r  as  such  provi- 
sions authorize  the  recovery  of  such  expense  by  drainage  rates." 

Section  24.  '^  That  when  and  so  soon  as  any  street  already  made  or  hereafter  to  be 
made  within  the  said  borough  shall  have  been  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flawed, 
paved,  and  otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  our- 
gesses,  then,  and  in  each  such  case,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  mavor,  aldennen,  and  bur- 
gesses, and  they  are  hereby  required  to  certify  and  declare  the  same  to  be  a  public 
highway,  and  after  such  certificate  and  declaration  the  same  shall  be  a  public  hignway, 
and  the  same,  together  with  the  main  sewer  under  the  same,  shall  be  forever  after- 
wards repaired  and  repairable  as  such,  out  of  the  highway  rate  hereinafter  provided, 
and  every  such  certificate  and  declaration  shall  be  recorded  in  the  books  of  the  mayor, 
aldermen,  and  bu^esses." 

Section  25.  "  That  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  and  repairing  the  present  high- 
ways within  the  borough  when  so  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flagged,  paved,  and  other- 
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part  of  his  argument,  that  there  can  only  be  one  highway  rate  within 
the  borough,  which  is  to  be  applied  to  sdl  purposes  of  repair,  both  of 
the  rural  and  urban  highways  within  the  district.  Section  25  of  the 
12  &  13  Vict  c.  35,  will  not  bear  that  interpretation.  By  that  sec- 
tion, the  "  highway  rate  "  authorized  to  be  levied  upon  the  occupiers 
of  buildings  and  l^nd  within  the  borough,  is  to  be  applied  to  the  re- 
pair of  such  streets  only  as  come  within  the  description  therein 
given.  It  seems  to  me,  looking  to  the  general  act,  the  10  &  11  Vict, 
c.  34,  together  with  the  special  act,  that  the  legislature  intended  there 
should  be  two  general  rates  within  this  borough  for  the  whole  district, 
one  for  the  repair  of  the  urban  ways,  and  the  other  for  the  rural  ways 
within  the  district  The  rate  is  to  be  upon  all  lands  within  the 
borough,  so  that  the  rural  part  of  the  district  is  made  to  contribute  to 
the  repair  of  the  urban  ways,  and  the  urban  part  would,  therefore,  be 
fairly  required  to  contribute  to  the  repair  of  the  rural  ways ;  and  that 
seems  to  me  to  be  provided  for  by  the  48th  section^  of  the  10  &  11 
Vict  c.  34,  which,«I  think,  'confers  upon  the  commissioners  the  power 
of  making  a  rate  for  the  repair  of  the  rural  roads  within  the  borough, 
treating  it  as  one  district,  although  there  may  have  been  separate  dis- 
tricts w^ith  separate  liabilities  before  the  passing  of  the  act  Mr.  Cow- 
ling, in  his  argument,  was  obliged  to  admit  that  they  had  the  power 
where  part  of  the  road  was  within  the  borough  and  pa^  excluded  from 
it,  and  that  there  was  no  immemorial  usage.  It  is  true  there  is  no 
such  express  power  ^ven  by  the  act,  but  there  is,  I  think,  an  implied 
power.    A  difficulty  was  raised  from  the  language  of  the  49th  section* 


wise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  bura;e8ses  as  aforesaid, 
and  sncb  of  the  present  and  future  streets  as  shall  from  time  to  time  oe  declared  public 
highways  as  aforesaid,  and  the  main  sewers  under  the  same,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  when  and  so  often  as  they  shall  think  necessary,  to 
order  and  direct  a  rate  or  assessment,  to  be  called  *  the  highwav  rate,'  to  be  made  and 
levied  upon  the  occupiers  of  all  messuages,  houses,  shops,  workshops,  &c.,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments,  whatsoever,  a&eady  built,  erected,  or  situate,  or  which  shall 
hereafter  be  built,  erected,  or  situate,  within  the  said  borough,  according  to  the  full  net 
annual  value  of  the  same  respectively ." 

Section  31.  "  And  in  order  to  raise  money  for  carrying  into  execution  the  pur- 
poses of  this  act  so  far  as  not  otherwise  provided  for  herem,  or  in  the  acts  incorporated 
herewith,  be  it  enacted,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses, 
when  and  so  oflen  as  they  shall  think  necessary,  to  order  and  direct  a  rate  or  rates, 
assessment  or  assessments,  to  be  made  and  levied  upon  the  occupiers  of  all  messuages, 
houses,  shops,  workshops,  &c.,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  whatsoever,  already 
built,  erected,  or  situate,  or  which  shall  hereafter  be  built,  erected,  or  situate  within 
the  said  borough." 

^  Section  48.  **  The  comnussioners,  and  none  other,  shall  be  the  surveyors  of  all  high- 
ways witiiin  the  limits  of  the  special  act,  and  witlun  those  limits  shall  have  all  such 
powers  and  authorities,  and  be  subject  to  all  such  liabilities,  as  any  surveyors  of  high- 
ways are  invested  with  or  subject  to  bv  Tirtue  of  laws  for  the  time  being  in  force ;  and 
the  inhabitants  of  the  district  within  tne  said  limite  shall  not,  in  respect  of  any  lands 
situate  within  the  said  district,  be  liable  to  the  payment  of  any  highway  rate,  grand 
jury  cesB,  or  other  payment  in  respect  of  making  and  repairing  roads  within  the  other 
parts  of  the  parish,  township,  barony,  or  place  m  which  the  said  district,  or  any  part 
thereof,  is  situate." 

*  Section  49.  **  The  commisaoners  shall  be  deemed  jguilty  of  a  misdemeanor  for  re- 
fuang  or  neglecting  to  repair  any  public  highway  withm  the  limits  of  the  special  act, 
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of  the  10  &  11  Vict  c.  34,  but  that  seems  to  me  merely  to  provide 
that,  if  the  commissioners  fail  to  do  their  duty,  they  shall  be  liable  to 
an  indictment  as  before.  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  refer  to  the 
other  sections.  They  all  seem  to  me  to  be  reconcilable  with  this 
conclusion,  that  there  are  to  be  two  rates,  one  for  the  repair  of  the 
urban  ways,  and  the  other  for  the  repair  of  the  rural  ways,  and  that 
all  property  within  the  borough  is  to  contribute  to  those  rates. 

WioHTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  may  be  a  diffi- 
culty in  reconciling  some  of  the  provisions ;  but  taking  both  the  acts 
together,'it  seems  to  me  the  effect  is  this,  that  there  are  to  be  two 
rates,  which  may  be  applied  to  two  kinds  of  repairs  within  the  bo- 
rough, one  of  which  may  be  termed  the  repair  of  the  urban  streets, 
though  only  in  part  within  the  borough,  and  the  other  the  repair  of 
the  ways  not  within  the  25th  section  of  the  special  act  And  this 
leads  to  no  hardship,  because  the  inhabitants  of  the  rural  district  are 
bound  to  contribute  to  the  repair  of  the  urban  streets,  and  there  is  no 
reason  why  there  should  not  be  a  reciprocity  as  respects  the  rural  ways. 
It  is  quite  consistent  with  the  48th  section  that  this  should  be  so,  and 
the  difficulty  raised  as  to  the  provision  contained  in  the  49th  section 
has  been  sufficiently  met  by  the  observations  of  my  lord. 

Erle,  J.  I  also  think  that  the  rate  is  bad.  The  words  of  the  48th 
section  are  capable  of  the  construction  that  the  whole  borough  shall 
become  one  entire  district,  and  the  observations  of  the  court,  as  to  the 
powers  of  the  commissioners,  are  nearly  conclusive  to  show  that  they 
are  bound  to  treat  the  borough  as  one  district,  and  to  make  the  rural 
part  contribute  to  the  repair  of  the  urban  ways.  If  the  contention  on 
the  other  side  were  maintainable,  the  rural  district  would  have  to 
repair  the  rural  ways  as  well  as  the  ways  within  the  urban  district, 
without  any  assistance  from  the  urban  district  Besides,  with  sepa- 
rate districts  and  shifting  liabilities,  great  complication  of  proceeding 
would  arise  under  the  49th  section,  for  no  intelligible  purpose,  and 
many  other  inconveniences.  There  is  nothing  that  I  can  see  to  pre- 
vent the  whole  district  being  made  liable,  and  it  is  a  great  recommen- 
dation that^  for  the  future  all  difficulty  as  to  liability  will  be  done 
away  with.  An  indictment  will  charge  the  liability  just  as  the  com- 
mon liability  of  a  parish. 

Judgment  for  the  appellants. 


and  shall  be  liable  to  be  indicted  for  such  misdemeanor  in  the  same  manner  as  the  in- 
habitants thereof,  or  of  any  parish,  townshipi  or  other  district  therein,  were  liable  before 
the  passing  of  the  special  act" 
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'  Regina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Hvsthwaite.^ 

Maj  1,  1853. 

Settlement  by  Joint  Tenant — Renting  a  Tenement  —  Payment  of 
Rates —  Constructive  Assessment  and  Payment — 1  Will.  4,  c.  18; 
4  4-6  WiU.  4,  c.  76;  3  4-  4  WilL  ^M.  c.  11. 

Winiam  Atkinson  occupied  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelUng-faoose  and  farm  in  the  parish  of 
H.,  which  were  let  to  nim  and  his  father,  Thomas  Atkinson,  as  joint  tenants,  the  rent  and 
valae  of  the  land  itself  being  sufficient  to  confer  a  settlement  on  both.  The  father  resided 
on  another  farm,  at  a  distance,  but  he  bond  Jide  paid  the  rent  of  the  farm  occupied  bj  his 
son.  In  the  rate-books  of  H.,  **  Mr.  Atkinson**  appeared  as  the  name  of  the  occupier  of 
the  house  and  farm  in  respect  of  two  rates,  and  in  a  third  rate  the  name  of  **  Thomas  At- 
kinson "  appeared.  The  overseers  had  demanded  and  received  payment  of  these  rates 
from  the  fa&er :  ^- 

J7eU,  that  the  sessions  were  justified  in  finding,  first,  that  there  was  a  sufficient  occupation 
andpayment  of  rent,  as  well  as  a  sufficient  assessment  to  and  payment  of  rates,  to  confer 
on  William  Atkinson  a  settlement  in  H.,  under  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  18,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c. 
76 ;  and,  secondly,  that  he  had  sufficiently  been  charged  with,  and  paid  his  share  of  the 
public  taxes,  to  gain  a  settlement  in  H.,  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  II. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  an  order  for  the  removal  of  Ursula 
Atkinson,  wife  of  William  Atkinson,  who'had  absconded  to  America, 
and  her  five  children,  from  the  parish  of  Knuyton-with-Brawith,  in  the 
North  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  the  parish  of  Husthwaite,  in  the  same 
riding.     The  sessions  confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  following 

Case.  The  settlement  stated  in  the  grounds  of  removal  was,  that 
the  pauper's  husband,  William  Atkinson,  had,  at  Lady-day,  1844, 
rented  a  Jiouse  and  farm  in  the  appellant  parish,  at  the  rent  of  70^  a 
year,  for  oxjb  whole  year,  ending  at  Lady-day,  1845,  and  paid  the 
year's  rent  mr  the  same,  and  that  he  was  also  assessed  to  the  poor-rate 
of  the  township  of  Husthwaite,  and  paid  the  same  in  respect  of  the 
said  dwelling-house  and  farm  for  one-  year,  during  which  he  so  occu- 
pied the  same,  and  that  during  the  whole  period  of  his  occupancy  he 
resided  and  slept  in  the  township  of  Husthwaite.  There  were  three 
grounds  of  appeal,  traversing  the  residence,  occupation,  and  payment 
of  rates  as  stated  in  the  grounds  of  removal,  as  follows :  —  First,  that 
the  said  W.  Atkinson  did  not  acquire  a  settlement  in  the  said  township 
of  Husthwaite,  nor  take  and  hire,  at  Candlemas,  in  the  year  1844,  of 
Mr.  John  Buckle,  from  year  to  year,  commencing  on  the  6th  of  April, 
1844,  at  the  rent  or  sum  of  7vL  a  year,  a  tenement,  consisting  of  a 
separate  and  distinct  dwelling-house,  farm-house,  or  building,  and 
twenty-five  acres  and  upwards  of  land,  situate  in  the  township  of 
Husthwaite,  as,  in  the  grounds  of  removal  which  accompanied  the  said 
order,  is  alleged.  Secondly,  that  the  said  W.  Atkinson  did  not  hold  and 
occupy  the  said  dwelling-house  and  land  under  the  said  alleged  hiring, 
in  the  said  township,  from  the  6th  of  April,  1844,  until  the  6th  of  April, 
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1845,  nor  did  he  pay  the  said  yearly  rent  for  the  said  term  ofpne  year,  as, 
in  the  grounds  of  removal,  is  alleged.  Thirdly,  that  the  said  W.  Atkin- 
son was  not  assessed  to  the  poor  rates  of  the  said  township  of  Husth- 
waite,  nor  did  he  pay  the  same  rates  in  respect  of  the  said  dweliing- 
house  and  land  for  one  year,  daring  which  it  is  alleged  he  so  occupied 
the  same,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  gromids  of  removal  is 
alleged.  Before  the  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard,  certain  admissions, 
entered  into  by  the  attorneys  for  the  respective  parishes,  were  received 
in  evidence,  and  were  as  follow^s :  —  That  at  or  about  the  time  in  that 
behalf  mentioned  in  the  respondent's  statement,  the  pauper's  husband, 
W.  Atkinson,  and  his  father,  T.  Atkinson,  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  John  Buckle,  therein  mentioned,  the  legal  effect  whereof  was  to 
give  the  said  W.  Atkinson  and  T.  Atkinson  a  joint  tenancy  from 
year  to  year  in  the  tenement,  and  at  the  rent  in  the  respondent's 
statement  respectively  mentioned,  commencing  on  the  6th  of  April, 

1844.  That  the  whole  of  the  rent  and  the  whole  of  the  poor-rates 
in  respect  of  the  said  tenement,  for  the  year  ending  the  6th  of  April, 

1845,  were  paid  by  T.  Atkinson.  At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  after 
the  above  admissions  had  been  put  in,  it  was  proved  that  the  house 
and  farm  were  in  fact  hired  and  rented  by  the  pauper's  husband  and 
his  father,  T.  Atkinson,  as  joint  tenants.  That  the  pauper's  husband 
entered  upon  the  farm  at  Lady-day,  1844,  and  from  that  time  resided 
there,  and  managed  the  farm  until  Lady-day,  1845,  the  farming  stock 
belonging  to  him ;  the  father,  T.  Atkinson,  continuing  during  the 
whole  of  the  time  aforesaid  to  reside  upon  another  farm  in  the  town- 
ship of  Balk,  about  five  miles  from  the  appellant  township,  and  never 
sleeping  at  the  farm  in  the  appellant's  township  but  for  two  nights 
during  the  tenancy,  but  that  the  whole  of  the  rent  of  the  said  tene- 
ment in  the  appellant  township  was  bond  fide  paid  by  the  father,  T. 
Atkinson,  and  that  such  tenement  consisted  of  a  separate  and  distinct 
dwelling-house  and  land,  and  that  the  land  of  itself,  andinfiependently 
of  the  said  dwelling-house,  was  of  sufficient  value,  and  the  rent  paid 
in  respect  thereof  was  of  sufficient  amount,  to  confer  a  settlement  on 
both  the  said  W.  Atkinson  and  T.  Atkinson.  In  the  rate-books  of  the 
appellant  township  for  the  year  1844  and  1845,  the  house  andfarm  occu- 
pied by  the  pauper's  husband  was  described  as  "  buildings  and  lands," 
and  "  Atkinson,  Mr."  appeared  in  the  column  headed  "  name  of  occu- 
pier," as  the  person  rated  in  two  rates,  made  on  the  18th  of  April  and 
the  f>th  July,  1844 ;  and  in  a  third  rate,  on  the  8th  of  January,  1845, 
"  Atkinson,  Thomas,"  was  stated  as  the  name  of  the  occupier.  The 
overseers  of  the  appellant  parish  had  always  demanded  and  received 
payment  of  the  rates  in  question  from  Thomas  Atkinson,  the  father. 

The  appellants  objected  that  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  of  rent- 
ing a  tenement,  so  as  to  confer  a  settlement  on  the  pauper's  husband, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  1  Will  4,  c.  18,  s.  1,  and  the  4  &  5*  Will. 
4,  c  76,  s.  66,  on  the  following  grounds :  -^—  First,  that  no  rent  having 
'  actually  been  paid  by  the  hands  of  the  pauper's  husband,  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  could  not  infer  that  there  was  a  sufficient  pay- 
ment of  rent  by  him  to  satisfy  that  portion  of  the  above  statutes  which 
requires  the  rent  to  be  actually  paid  by  the  person  hiring  the  tenement. 
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Secondly,  that  as  the  statute  requh'es  the  tenement  to  be  either  a 
separate  and  distinct  dwelling-hoase  or  building,  or  land,  or  both,  that 
a  joint  tenancy  of  the  house  and  farm  in  question  did  not  confer  a  set- 
tlement in  the  said  W.  Atkinson.  Thirdly,  that  if  there  was  a  suffi- 
cient payment  of  rent  by  the  said  W.  Atkinson,  there  was  no  compli- 
ance with  the  requisites  of  Ihe  4  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  66,  the  pauper's 
husband  not  having  been  assessed  to,  or  having  paid  the  rates  within 
the  meaning  of  that  section.  Fourthly,  the  appellants  further  objected 
that  (in  case  there  was  no  sufficient  proof  of  a  settlement  by  renting  a 
tenement  on  the  grounds  above  stated),  there  was  no  sufficient  proof 
of  a  settlement  by  the  payment  of  rates  under  the  3  Will.  &  M.  c. 
11,  s.  6. 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  overruled  the  above  objections,  and 
found  upon  the  evidence  as  above  stated,  —  First,  that  there  was  a 
sufficient  payment  of  rent  by  the  son,  (the  husband  of  the  pauper) 
to  confer  a  settlement  upon  him.  Secondly,  that  a  joint  tenancy  of 
the  land  in  question  conferred  a  settlement  on  the  said  W.  Atkinson. 
Thirdly,  that  the  payment  of  rates  by  T.  Atkinson,  the  father,  was, 
in  point  of  law,  a  payment  of  rates  by  the  son  so  as  to  confer  a  set- 
tlement upon  him.  Fourthly,  that  the  assessment  and  payment  of 
rates  above  set  forth,  was  such  an  assessment  and  payment  of  rates 
by  the  said  pauper's  husband,  as  (coupled  with  the  renting  the  tene- 
ment above  mentioned)  did  confer  a  settlement  upon  him  uiider  the 
provisions  of  the  1  Will.  4,c.  18,  s.  1,  and  those  of  the  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  66.  Fifthly,  that  in  case  the  said  assessment  and  payment 
of  rates  was  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  pauper's  husband  to  obtain 
a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  under  the  last-mentioned  statutes, 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  found  that  it  was  such  a  charging 
with  and  payment  of  his  share  to  the  public  taxes  or  levies  of  the 
parish  of  Husthwaite  as  would  confer  a  settlement  upon  him  therein, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  11,  s.  6. 

K  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  settlement,  either  by  renting  a  tenement  or  by 
payment  of  rates  for  the  grounds  above  stated,  then  the  order  of 
sessions  was  to  be  quashed ;  but  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  order  of  sessions  was  to 
stand  confirmed. 

Rose  (Lefroy  with  him),  in  support  of  the  order.  Firs^,  a  settle- 
ment was  gained  by  the  pauper's  husband  by  payment  of  rates  and 
renting  a  tenement  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  11,  and  the  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  67.  The  case  of  The  Queen  v.  St.  Ma/ry  Calendar ^  9  Ad.  &  E. 
626 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  54,  points  out  the  ground  upon 
which  such  a  settlement  rests,  as  regards  the  mode  of  assessment  and 
payment,  and  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Lawrence  in  Apple- 
by^ 6  Q.  B.  Rep.  842 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  56,  decides 
that  one  of  two  joint  tenants  of  land  whose  renting  is  in  other  respects 
conformable  to  the  6  Qeo,  4,  c  57,  n^ay  gain  a  settlement  under  section 
2  of  that  act  Here,  the  payment  of  one  joint  tenant,  both  being 
liable,  is  a  payment  by  him  on  account  of  both,  and  the  rate-books 
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show   that  the   pauper's  husband  was  sufficiently  assessed  to  the 
rates. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  sessions  must  be  taken  to  have  found 
as  a  fact  that  he  was  the  person  rated.] 

Then  all  the  other  requisites  exist  to  make  put  a  settlement  by 
payment  of  rates.  Secondly,  as  to  th^  settlement  by  payment  of 
taxes,  under  the  8  &  4  Will.  &  M.  c.  11,  s.  6,  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  person  who  pays  should  appear  to  be  charged  by  name.  The 
King  V.  T%e  InhdbitaMs  of  Heckmondwicke^  2  Dougl.  564. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Suppose  a  third  party  were  to  advance 
the  money  for  payment  on  the  credit  of  the  pauper.] 

That  would  be  sufficient  2T4c  Kinff  v.  Bridgewaterj  3  Term.  Rep. 
550.  This  might  have  been  pleaded  as  a  payment  by  each  of  the 
joint  tenants.  He  also  referred  to  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
Hulme,  4  Q.  B.  Rep.  538 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  100, 
Tlie  King  v.  Painstvickj  Burr.  S.  C.  465,  TTie  King  v.  WalseUlj  Cald. 
S.  C.  35,  TTie  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Marylebone^  15  Q.  B. 
Rep.  399 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  201. 

Bliss  and  Ptice^  contr^  It  is  not  found  that  it  was  ever  intended 
to  rate  W.  Atkinson,  or  that  <<  Mr.  Atkinson  "  meant  him.  All  that 
is  found  is  simply  payment  of  the  rate.  If  there  exists  a  patent 
ambiguity,  ^^Mr.  Atkinson"  must  be  taken  to  mean  "Thomas  Atkin- 
son." But  supposing  either  may  be  meant,  there  is  no  evidence  from 
which  It  can  be  inferred  that  "  William  "  was  meant,  but  there  is  a 
great  deal  to  show  that  "  Thomas  "  was  meant  The  principle  upon 
which  the  cases  on  this  point  rests  is,  that  the  description  is  such  as 
might  be  applied  to  the  pauper,  and  could  not  be  applied  to  another. 
In  Moss  V.  St.  Michael^!  Lichfield^  Pig.  &c  Rodw.  El.  Cas.  118,  the 
principle  applicable  to  a  settlement  by  rating  is  carried  out.  It  was 
there  held,  that  payment  by  a  joint  tenant,  of  itself  was  not  in  effect 
a  charging  of  him  to  the  rate. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  you  assume  that  Thomas  was  the  only 
person  assessed  to  the  rate,  then  your  objection  may  be  good.] 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  overseers  treated  any  other  per- 
son as  occupier ;  and  that,  at  leasts  should  appear. 

The  pauper  himself  must  be  charged  to,  and  have  paid,  the  rate. 
No  one  is  liable  to  the  rate  but  the  person  rated,  and  the  payment 
by  Thomas  was  purely  voluntary  as  regarded  William.  He  could  not 
have  maTntained  an  action  of  assumpsit  against  William  in  respect 
of  it  Thomas  being  himself  liable  to  the  rate,  the  payment  must 
be  considered  as  made  by  him  in  discharge  of  himself  alone.  Then, 
as  to  the  question  of  joint  tenancy.  The  tenement  meant  by  the 
statute  is  an  entire  tenement,  the  whole  of  which  is  occupied  by  a 
single  tenant  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Birkswelly  6  Ad.  &  E. 
282 ;  s.  c.  nom.  The  King  v.  Balsallj  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M .  C.  35, 
and  the  interest  of  a  joint  tenant,  therefore,  is  not  enough.  This  point 
is  still  left  open  by  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St. 
Lawrence  in  Appleby. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  You  may  contend  that  the  decision  is 
wrong.     The  point  was  certainly  decided.] 
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The  King  v.  The  Jbihabitanis  of  Birkswell  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  referred  to. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  there  was  any  evidence  of  either  a  set- 
tlement by  renting  a  tenement  or  payment  of  rates,  under  the  question 
submitted,  we 'are  to  confirm  the  order,  and  I  think  there  was  evidence 
to  justify  the  sessions  in  deciding  as  they  did.  In  the  first  place,  as 
to  the  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement,  in  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabi' 
iants  of  St,  Lawrence  in  Appleby^  this  court  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c.  57,  applied  to  premises  that  were  held  by 
joint  tenants,  and  therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  circumstance  of 
the  joint  tenancy  in  this  case  was  immaterial,  the  value  being  suffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  statute.  Then,  as  to  the  assessment  of  the  pau- 
per's husband,  I  think  there  was  evidence  of  that  It  may  bepresumed 
that  the  facts  stated  as  to  this  were  known  to  the  parish  officers,  and 
if  so,  do  they  not  afford  some  evidence  that  William  was  intendecf  to 
be  rat^d.  As  to  the  question  of  payment  by  William,  there  seems 
to  me  to  be  no  doubt  Thomas  was  a  joint  tenant  with  William,  and 
having  paid  the  rates,  he  might  bring  an  action  or  suit  in  equity  for 
compensation,  or,  all  at  events,  in  settling  their  joint  accounts  he  would 
be  entitled  tatake  credit  /or  the  amount  paid,  and  he  would  take 
credit  for  it  as  having  been  paid  on  account  of  himself  and  William. 
Supposing  there  had  been  a  joint  assessment,  and  Thomas  had  paid, 
clearly  that  would  have  been  a  payment  by  both.  Here,  therefore, 
there  appears  to  be  a  sufficient  holding,  assessment,  and  payment,  and 
that  being  so,  a  settlement  was  gained  by  the  pauper's  husband. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  We  are  to  say  whether  there  was  any  evidence  to 
support  a  settlement,  and  as  to  that,  two  questions  are  raised  ;  first, 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  that  William  was  assessed ;  and  if 
any,  then,  secondly,  whether  he  was  shown  to  have  paid  the  rates. 
There  was  clearly  some  evidence  that  William  was  assessed  to  the 
rates..  It  might  be  doubtful  who  was  meant  by  '^  Mr.  Atkinson,"  but 
there  was  evidence  of  his  being  in  actual  possession,  and  that  the 
other  joint  tenant  was  living  at  a  distance  on.  There  was,  therefore, 
some  evidence  from  which  the  sessions  might  draw  the  inference  of 
his  being  assessed.  As  to  the  question  of  payment,  there  is  much 
more  doubt.  Considering  William  to  be  the  person  actually  assessed, 
no  doubt  he  would  be  primd  facie  liable  to  pay,  and  be  taken  to  have 
paid ;  but  payment  is  in  fact  made  by  Thomas,  whose  name  does 
not  appear  on  the  rate-book.  Thomas,  however,  is  the  person  jointly 
interested  with  William,  and  uot  merely  a  stranger ;  and  as  the  rate 
is  a  charge  affecting  the  joint  occupation,  the  payment  may  be  con- 
sidered as  made  in  respect  of  the  interest  really  charged,  and  the  per- 
son in  actual  occupation. 

Crompton,  J.  Upon  the  facts  stated,  I  think  there  was  evidence 
to  show  that  William  was  the  person  rated,  and  I  cannot  say  that  I 
feel  any  doubt  upon  the  other  question.  I  think  there  was  a  payment 
by  both.    The  father  acting  for  himself,  and  as  agent  for  bis  son  in 
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respect  of  their  joint  tenancy  and  joint  occnpation.  The  privity  exist- 
ing between  them  was  quite  enough  to  give  him  an  authority,  and 
there  is  a  bond  fide  payment  of  rent  and  taxes  by  him. 

Order  confirmed. 


Reoina  17.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  County  of  Southampton  (Bl.ack 
Bridge).  The  same  v.  The  same  (Sandown  Bridge).  The  same 
v.  The  same  (Tinker's  Bridge). 

June  18,  1852. 

Bridge  —  Isle  of  Wight  —  Liability  to  repair  —  Statute  —  Construe- 
tix>n  of —  43  Geo.  3,  c.  49 —  Rebuilding  by  Justices  —  Foot-bridge. 

The  Isle  of  Wight  is  a  division  of  the  conotj  of  Sonthampton,  bnt  has  no  separate  commis- 
sion of  the  peace.  Before  1842,  all  pnblic  bridges  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  not  repairable  by 
tenure  were  repaired  either  bj  the  tithings  in  which  they  were  situate,  or  by  rates  in  the 
nature  of  county  rates,  levied  on  all  the  parishes  in  the  island,  under  the  following  arrange- 
ment. The  Isle  of  Wight,  having  been  assessed  to  the  general  county  rate,  and  appeals 
against  such  assessment  having  been  made,  in  1774  an  arrangement  was  made,  by  an  order 
of  Quarter  Sessions,  and,  by  consent,  fixing  certain  proportions  to  be  paid  by  the  parishea  in 
the  Isle  of  Wight  towards  the  general  county  rate,  but  leaving  the  expense  of  bridges  and 
houses  of  correction  to  be  raised  by  a  local  rate ;  "  the  said  island  bemg  adjudged  and  de- 
clared not  to  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  county  bridge  rate,  or  to  the  hoose  of  correction ;  the 
Isle  of  Wight  agreeing  to  erect  and  mamtain  houses  of  correction  and  bridges  within  the 
island  at  its  own  expense."  Accordingly,  from  1774,  the  practice  was  for  the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions of  the  county,  on  the  application  of  the  justices  for  the  Isle  of  Wight  division,  to  lay 
a  rate,  in  the  nature  of  a  county  rate,  on  every  parish  in  the  island,  for  the  repair  of  the 
bridges  and  bridewell  in  the  island,  and  this  load  rate,  and  not  the  general  conn^  rate, 
was  always  expended  in  such  repairs.  In  1813,  a  local  act  of  parliament  passed,  by  which 
commissioners  were  appointed  tor  managing  the  roads  and  highways  in  the  island,  and 
which  enacted  that  all  bridges,  &&,  which  had,  previous  to  tiie  passing  of  the  act,  been  re- 
paired by  any  tithings,  &c.,  should  for  the  future  be  repaired  in  the  same  manner  and  by 
such  ways  and  means  as  other  bridges,  usually  called  county  bridges,  within  the  island,  had 
been  accustomed  to  be  repaired :  — 

Hdd^  that  all  bridges  which,  at  the  time  when  the  local  act  passed,  were  repairable  by  the 
tithings,  were  thenceforward  repairable  by  the  county  generally ;  and  that  the  conven- 
tional mode  of  assessing  the  island  alone  to  a  rate  for  me  repairs  of  its  bridges  and  bride- 
well, under  the  arran^ment  of  1774,  could  not  affect  the  legal  liability  of  the  connty,  or  be 
any  answer  to  an  indictment  against  it  for  non-repair  of  such  bridges. 

A  bridge  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  was,  after  the  passing  of  the  above  local  act,  wholly  rebuilt  by 
order  of  the  justices  for  the  island  division,  out  of  the  island  rate  before  mentioned.  The 
construction  of  the  new  bridge  was  materislly  different  from,  and  it  stood  higher  np  the 
stream  than,  the  former  bridge.  None  of  the  forms  required  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  49,  were 
observed  in  building  the  new  bridge :  -^ 

Held^  that  the  county  remained  liable  to  repaur  the  new  bridge. 

A  foot-bridge,  formed  by  three  planks,  about  nine^or  ten  feet  long,  and  a  hand-rail,  which 
carries  a  public  footpath  over  a  small  stream,  is  not  such  a  bridge  as  the  connty  is  bound 
to  repair. 

These  were  indictments  for  the  non-repair  of  certain  public  bridges 
in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  the  county  of  Southampton.  The  county 
pleaded  not  guilty. 

*  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  M.  C.  201. 


COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852.  117 

.       -  ■  I    » 

Hegixia  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  County  of  Southampton. 


The  indictments  were  tried,  by  consent,  at  the  Somersetshire  summer 
assizes,  1851,  when  it  was  admitted  that  the  bridges  in  question  were 
out  of  repair,  and  verdicts  of  guilty  were  taken,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court  upon  the  following  statements  of  facts  agreed  upon  by  the 
parties ;  the  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  each  of  the  cases 
being,  whether  t|ie  inhabitants  of  the  county  of  Southampton  were 
now  liable  to  repair  the  bridges  respectively  specified  in  the  indict- 
ments. If  they  were,  the  verdicts  were  to  stand.  If  they  were  not, 
those  verdicts  were  to  be  set  aside  and  verdicts  of  not  guUty  entered. 

Case  of  Black  Bridge. 

The  bridge  mentioned  in  this  indictment  is  a  stone  bridge,  used  by 
the  public,  and  erected  in  the  year  1840,  under  the  circumstances  here- 
inafter mentioned,  in  the  place  of  an  ancient  public  bridge  of  wood 
and  stone,  which  always,  before  and  at  the  passing  of  the  local  act, 
53  Geo.  3,  c;  92,  hereinafter  mentioned,  had  been  used  to  be  re- 
paired by  the  tithing  of  Knighton,  iii  the  parish  of  Arreton,  in  the 
Isle  of  Wight.  Before  1842,  all  the  public  bridges  in  the  Isle  of 
Wight,  not  repairable  by  tenure,  had  been  maintained  and  repaired 
either  by  the  inhabitants  of  certain  tithings,  parishes,  and  places  in 
which  they  were  situate,  or  by  rates  in  the  nature  of  county  rates, 
levied  on  the  inhabitants  of  all  the  parishes  and  places  in  the  island 
under  the  arrangement  hereinafter  mentioned.  From  1774  until  1842, 
the  practice  was,  for  the  justices  of  the  Isle  of  Wight  division  to  ap- 
ply to  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  county  of  Hants,  for  ^'  a  rate. in  the 
nature  of  a  county  rate,"  and  thereupon  an  order  of  sessions  and  rate 
was  made  in  every  parish  in  the  island,  purporting  to  be  ^^  for  repair  . 
of  the  bridges  and  bridewell  in  the  island,  and  for  other  purposes,  to 
which  such  rate  was  by  law  applicable  within  the  island."  Before 
*1774,  entries  in  the  order-books  and  books  of  assessment  of  the  gene- 
ral county  rates  show  that  rates  were  at  various  times  made  on  the 
several  places  and  parishes  in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  but  the  sums  levied 
thereon  were  not  uniform. 

[The  case  then  set  out  all  the  entries,  down  to  1774,  found  in  the 
existing  county  records  which  related  to  the  practice  before  that  year, 
with  the  amount  appearing  to  have  been  levied.] 

These  contributions  were  parts  of  the  general  county  rates,  and 
applied  indiscriminately  with  the  contributions  of  the  mainland.  No 
instance  is  known  before  1842  of  the  application  of  the  general  (founty 
rate  to  the  repair  of  an  island  bridge ;  but  the  county  justices  of  the 
Isle  of  Wight  division  were  used  to  expend  jthe  island  rate  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  county  rate  made  in  the  manner  above  specified,  on  the 
objects  for  which  it  had  been  directed  to  be  applied  by  the  county 
Quarter  Sessions,  t.  c,  "  island  bridges  and  bridewell ; "  and  this  was . 
the  usage  and  practice  when  the  local  act  above  referred  to  passed. 
Until  very  recently  there  has  always  been  a  house  of  correction,  or 
bridewell,  for  the  Isle  of  Wight,  in  Newport.  There  is  not  nor  never 
was  a  commission  of  the  peace  for  the  island,  which  is  a  division  of 
the  county  of  Southampton. 
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In  1772|  the  Isle  of  Wight  having  been  assesssd  to  the  genoal 
county  rate  in  common  witib  the  other  parts  of  the  county,  appeals 
against  such  assessment  were  entered,  which  were  continued  to  1774, 
when  an  arrangement  was  made,  by  consent,  at  the  General  Quarter 
Sessions,  fixing  certain  proportions  to  be  paid  by  the  parishes  in  the 
Isle  ^  Wight  towards  the  general  county  rate,  but  les(ying  other  items 
of  expenditure,  namely,  bridges  and  house  of  correction,  to  be  raised 
by  a  local  rate ;  the  terms  of  the  order  of  Sessions  being,  <<  the  said 
island  hereby  being  adjudged  and  declared  not  to  be  liable  Gt  subject 
to  pay  to  the  county  bridge  rate  or  to  the  house  of  correction ;  the  Isle 
of  Wight  agreeing  to  erect  and  maintain,  from  time  to  time,  houses 
of  correction  and  bridges  within  the  said  island  at  their  own  and  sole 
expense." 

[This  order  of  sessions  was  set  out,  by  which  it  was  ordered  *Hhat 
whenever  a  rate  of  Sd.  in  the  pound  shall  be  made  on  the  county  at 
large,  the  proportion  to  be  paid  by  the  Isle  of  Wight  to  such  rate 
shall  be  270/. ;  and  that  the  like  proportions  shall  be  observed  in  assess- 
ing the  said  island,  be  the  general  rate  upon  the  county  more  or  less 
than  Sd.  in  the  pound,  deducting,  however,  out  of  such  proportion 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  the  Isle  of  Wight  ought  to  have  paid 
to  the  bridges  and  houses  of  correction  had  they  been  liable  thereto."] 

The  magistrates  acting  for  the  division  of  the  Isle  of  Wight,  did, 
by  and  out  of  the  local  rate,  levied  exclusively  on  parishes  in  the  Isle 
of  Wight,  by  order  of  Sessions,  and  made  in  the  form  above  stated, 
from  time  to  time,  repair  such  public  bridges  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  as 
were  of  the  nature  of  county  bridges;  and,  so  far  as  regards  the  gene- 
ral county  rate,  the  proportions  settled  by  the  order  of  sessions  in 
1774,  and  subsequently  in  1819,  were  alone  contributed  by  the  Isle 
of  Wight  down  to  1842.  There  never  was  any  indictment  against 
the  county  for  not  repairing  bridges  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  previously 
to  1842,  nor  any  indictment  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  Isle  for  such' 
non-repair. 

In  1813,  a  local  act,  53  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  (local  and  personal,  public), 
was  passed  for  consolidating  the  management  of  all  roads  and  high- 
ways in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  and  appointing  commissioners  for  that 
purpose.* 


1  The  following  clauses  of  the  act  were  stated  in  the  case. 

Section  67.  AAd  be  it  further  enacted,  that  all  brides,  drains,  and  sewers  within 
the  said  parishes  and  places  aforesaid,  which  haye,  previous  to  tl^e  passing  of  this  act, 
been  accustomed  to  be  repaired  by  any  parishes,  tithings,  divisions,  or  townships,  shall, 
from  and  after  the  11th  day  of  October,  1818,  be  forever  repaired  and  kept  m  repair 
in  such  and  the  same  ways  and  means  as  other  bridges,  drains,  and  sewers,  usually 
called  county  bridges,  within  the  said  island,  have  been  and  are  accustomed  to  be  re- 
j)aired.  And  that  from  and  after  the  said  1 1th  day  of  October  such  particular  parishes, 
tithings,  divisions,  and  townships  shall  be  dischai^ged  from  the  exclusive  burthen  of 
keeping  and  maintaining  such  bridges,  drains,  and  sewers  in  repair. 

Section  81.  Enables  the  commissioners  under  that  act  to  build,  erect,  repair,  and 
keep  in  repidr,  any  bridge  or  bridges  on  any  part  of  the  roads  in  the  island,  and  across 
any  river,  stream,  ditches,  or  drains  therein  or  contiguous  thereto,  making  recompense 
to  the  owners  and  occupiers  of  hinds  for  damage  done  to  them. 
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In  1838, 1839,  and  1840,  the  justices  of  the  Isle  of  Wight  division 
repaired  Black  Bridge  out  of  the  island  rate  so  made,  by  order  of  the 
Quarter  Sessions  as  aforesaid.  In  1840,  it  was  wholly  rebuilt  by 
them  out  of  the  island  rate,  with  stone  with  one  arch.  The  old  bridge 
was  narrowed  by  three  or  four  feet,  and  consisted  of  stone  walls  at 
each  end,  with  oak  timber  trees  placed  from  one  wall  to  the  other 
across  the  stream.  Across  the  trees  were  planks,  upon  which  gravel 
was  placed,  and  the  road  over  the  bridge  formed.  This  old  bridge 
was  repaired  about  forty  years  ago,  just  before  the  passing  of  the  lo- 
cal act,  when  new  timbers  and  planks  were  substituted  in  place  of 
the  old  ones,  which  were  decayed ;  but  the  walls  were  not  then  dis- 
turbed. This  work  was  done  at  the  expense  of  the  tithing  of  Knight- 
on. The  side  fences  to  the  bridge  then  consisted  of  posts  and  rails ; 
the  wall  portion  at  each  end  was  left  standing  until  the  rebuilding  in 
1IB40.  The  justices  of  the  island  built  this  new  bridge  in  1840,  with- 
out observing  any  of  the  forms  required  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  49. 

In  1842,  the  county  again  proposed  to  assess  the  Isle  of  Wight  in 
common  with  the  rest  of  the  county,  according  to  a  fresh  valuation 
made  under  the  55  Geo.  3,  c.  51,  and  the  56  Geo.  3,  c  49,  and  with- 
out reference  to  the  old  proportions ;  and,  in  consequence  of  the  opi- 
nions of  counsel  then  given,  such  assessment  was  made  and  has  since 
continued,  and  has  been,  from  time  to  time,  paid,  and  the  Isle  of, 
Wight  has  ever  since  been  included  in  the  general  assessment,  and 
no  separate  island  rate  has  been  made  at  the  Quarter  Sessions ;  but 
applications  have  been  made,  from  time  to  time,  to  the  justices  at  the 
General  Quarter  Sessions  at  Winchester,  to  repair  bridges  and  bride- 
wells in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  wh^n  the  repairs  became  necessary. 

In  January,  1847,  Black  Bridge  was  repaired  by  the  county  magis- 
trates, when  the'  sum  expended  was  2L  15s. ;  and  a  like  repair  has 
been  once  made  by  the  same  magistrates,  but  on  this  last  occasion 
without  prejudice  to  the  question  of  liability.  The  commissioners  of 
highways,  under  the  above-mentioned  local  act,  have  repaired  the  road 
over  the  bridge,  and  for  100  yards  on  either  side  thereof,  since  the  pass- 
ing of  the  local  act  down  to  1842. 

Crowder,  in  support  of  the  prosecution.^  It  is  dear  that  an  indict- 
ment would  lie  against  the  county  for  the  repair  of  what  is  properly 
a  county  bridge  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  As,  therefore,  there  is  this  pri- 
mary liability,  the  county  is  bound  to  plead  and 'prove  some  other 
particular  liability,  in  order  to  shift  the  burthen.  There  is  no  such 
plea  on  this  record 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  local  act 
casts  on  the  county  the  common  law  liability  to  repair  island  bridges : 
it  imposes  upon  it  the  customary  island  liability.] 

The  arrane^ement  made  in  1774  does  not  cast  any  separate  liabili^ 
on  the  island,  but  the  island  repaired  for  the  county.     Secondly,  it  is 


1  Maj  1,  before  Lobd  Camfbell,  C.  J.,  Wiobthak,  J.,  Eblx,  J.,  and  Cromp- 
TOK,  J. 
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said  that  this  is  not  the  same  bridge  as  was  formerly  repaired  out  of 
the  island  rate,  as  it  has  been  rebuilt  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  case, 
and  not  under  the  direction  of  the  county  surveyor.  But  The  Sing 
V.  DevoHj  5  B.  &  Ad.  383 ;  s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  74,  is 
directly  against  this  objection. 

Klnfflake,  Serg.,  for  the  defendants.  First,  the  county  never  was 
liable  to  repair  Black  Bridge.  The  case  finds  that  there  were,  before 
1813,  three  modes  of  repairing  bridges  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  1.  Ra- 
Hone  tenurce;  2.  By  the  tithings  under  their  customary  liability: 
3.  By  rates,  in  "the  nature  of  county  rates  levied  on  the  whole  island 
under  the  arrangement  of  1774.  Then  the  63  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  has  no 
special  reference  to  bridges.  Its  object  was  to  consolidate  the  manage- 
ment of  the  highways ;  and  section  67  relates  to  drains  and  sewers  fis 
well  as  to  bridges.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  it  has  reference  to  some 
peculiar  island  liability,  and  not  to  the  common  law  liability  of  the 
county  to  repair  bridges. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  If  this  had  been  an  old  county  bridge,  who  would 
have  been  liable  ?] 

Not  the  county.  Probably  the  island  would  be  liable  as  being  in 
the  nature  of  a  division  under  the  22  Hen.  8.  The  county  has  never 
imposed  a  general  rate  for  the  repair  of  island  bridges.  Prom  1774 
to  1842,  a  rate  for  the  repair  of  bridges  and  bridewell  was  laid  on  the 
island  aJone  upon  the  special  application  of  the  island  justices. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C,  J.  It  was  laid  by  the  justices  of  the  county 
at  large.] 

It  was  necessary  by  thp  12  Geo.  2,  c.  29,  to  have  one  general  rate. 
Secondly,  supposing  that  the  county  was  ever  liable,  then  the  43  Geo. 
3,  applies,  and  prevents  that  liability  extending  to  the  bridge  when 
rebuilt  It  is  plain  that  this  is  a  different  bridge  substituted  for  that 
which  formerly  existed.  If  the  alteration  were  merely  for  repair,  no 
doubt  it  would  not  affect  the  liability,  but  it  is  otherwise  where  it  is 
for  the  purpose  of  substitution. 

• 

Orowder  replied. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

Case  of  Sandown  Bridge. 

This  case,  in  addition  to  the  same  general  statement  relating  to  the 
liability  of  the  county  to  repair  island  bridges  as  in  the  preceding  case, 
contained  the  following  facts  applicable  to  the  bridge  in  question. 

The  bridge  mentioned  in  the  indictment  is  a  stone  and  brick  bridge 
used  by  the  public,  and  erected  since  the  year  1813,  under  the  circum- 
stances hereinafter  mentioned,  instead  of  an  ancient  public  bridge  of 
stone,  called  by  the  same  name,  situate  in  the  tithing  of  Sandown,  in 
the  parish  of  Brading,  across  the  same  stream  of  water,  which  bridge, 
always  before  and  at  the  passing  of  the  local  act,  53  Geo.  3,  c.  92, 
before  mentioned,  had  been  used  to  be  repaired  by  the  tithing  of  San- 
down aforesaid. 
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The  present  bridge  was  built  in  the  year  1814,  since  the  passing  of 
the  said  local  act  The  old  one  was  of  stone  and  of  narrow  dimen- 
sions, sufficient  only  for  one  carriage  or  wagon  to  pass  at  a  time,  and 
stood  in  a  different  position,  rather  lower  down  the  stream.  This 
bridge  had  two  arches,  and  was  generally  used  for  carriages  only 
when  there  was  a  great  depth  of  water.  At  other  times,  carriages 
used  to  pass  through  the  stream.  This  bridge  being  out  of  repair, 
the  justices  for  the  island  division  caused  the  present  new  bridge  to 
be  built  of  stone  and  brick  of  greater  width  than  the  old  one,  and 
sufficient  to  enable  two  carriages  to  pass  each  other.  It  consists 
of  one  arch  only,  and  the  road  has  been  raised  at  each  end,  so  that 
all  carriages  now  regularly  pass  over  it  at  all  times.  The  expense 
of  the  new  bridge  was  defrayed  out  of  a  local  rate  ordered  by  the 
Quarter  Sessions  of  the  county,  in  the  manner  described  in  the  former 
case,  and  levied  on  the  inhabitants  of  the  islands.  In  the  erection  of 
the  bridge,  the  justices  of  the  island  division  employed  a  local  sur- 
veyor, but  did  not  comply  with  any  of  the  directions  of  the  43  Geo. 
8,  c.  59.  Before  1842,  the  new  bridge  was  usually  repaired  by  order 
of  the  justices  of  the  island  division,  from  the  local  rate  rate  ordered 
and  levied  as  aforesaid.  In  1849,  it  was  repaired  by  order  of  the 
Quarter  Sessions,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  question  of  liabi- 
lity. The  commissioners  of  highways  under  the  above  named  local 
act  have  always  repaired  the  road  over  the  bridge,  and  one  hundred 
yards  at  each  end,  down  to  the  year  1842. 

Crowder^  iot  the  prosecution.  Besides  the  general  question  before 
argued,  it  is  also  objected  that  this  is  a  new  bridge  built  higher  up 
the  stream,  and  since  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  and  without  observing  the 
the  requirements  of  that  statute.  But  it  was  erected  by  the  justices 
for  the  island  division  of  the  county,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  county 
at  large,  and  the  expense  was  defrayed  out  of  the  island  rate.  It  is 
plain,  therefore,  that  section  5  of  the  act  does  not  apply,  as  it  has  not 
been  built  "  by  or  at  the  expense  of  any  individual  or  private  per- 
son." Where  a  bridge  is  ordered  to  be  rebuilt  by  the  Quarter  Ses- 
sions of  a  county,  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  59,  s.  5,  does  not  apply. 

Kinglakej  Serg.,  contra.  Justices  out  of  Quarter  Sessions  have  no 
authority  to  order  a  county  bridge  to  be  rebuilt.  If  they  do  so,  they 
act  as  mere  private  individuals,  and  the  53  Greo.  3,  c.  59,  s.  5,  will 
apply. 

[Erle,  J.  Surely  the  Quarter  Sessions  may  appoint  a  committee 
to  repair  the  bridges.] 

No  such  fact  is  found  by  this  case.  In  The  King  v.  Derby,  3  B.  & 
Ad.  147 ;  s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Kep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  15,  trustees  under  a  turn- 
pike act  were  held  to  be  private  persons  within  the  meaning  of  that 
section.  2T4c  King  v.  7%e  West  kiding  of  Yorkshire,  5  Burr.  2594,  is 
very  closely  in  point     There  the  bridge  was  put  lower  dawn  the 
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stream,  and  the  county  was  held  not  liable.  Hie  Queen  v.  Adderhury 
East^  5  Q.  B.  Rep.  187 ;  a.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.  )  M.  C.  9. 

Crowder  replied. 

Cur,  cdv,  vuU. 

Case  of  Tinker's  Bridge. 

This  case  also  contained  the  same  general  statement  of  facts  as 
the  two  others,  with  the  addition  of  the  following  description  of  the 
particular  bridge  in  question. 

Tinker's  Bridge  is  an  ancient  foot-bridge,  in  the  parish  of  Shor- 
well,  in  the  Isle  of  Wight,  formed  by  three  planks  and  a  hand-rail, 
over  a  small  stream,  running  through  fields.  It  now  consists  of  three 
oak  planks  about  nine  or  ten  feet  long,  and  carries  a  public  foot-path 
over  the  stream.  The  stream  is  about  one  and  a  half  feet  deep  in  sum- 
mer, but  frequently  deeper  in  winter.  Before  and  at  the  passing  of  the 
local  act  before-mentioned,  it  was  always  repaired  by  the  said  parish 
of  Shorwell,  in  which  it  is  situate.  Since  the  passing  of  that  act, 
it  has  usually  been  repaired  by  the  road  commissioners  under  that  act. 

Crowder^  for  the  prosecution.  A  point  is  raised  in  this  case  as  to 
the  structure  of  the  bridge,  which  it  is  said  is  not  such  as  to  make  it 
a  county  bridge.  There  appears  to  be  no  doubt  that  a  foot-bridge 
may  fall  within  that  class.  That  was  assumed  in  The  King  v.  Midr 
dlesezy  3  B.  &  Ad.  201 ;  s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  16. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  can  hardly  be  said  that  every  structure 
which  enables  a  passenger  to  cross  a  running  stream  is  a  county 
bridge.] 

The  court  cannot  say  judicially  that  this  is  not  so  ;  and  as  it  has 
been  repaired  by  the  commissioners  under  the  local  act,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  it  is  so. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  I  drew  any  conclu3ion  from  that,  it 
would  be  that  it  is  part  of  the  highway.] 

It  is  not  alleged  to  be  part  of  the  highway,  but  it  is  called  a  *'  foot- 
bridge." 

Kinglake,  Serg.,  contra.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  this  is  a 
bridge  or  merely  part  of  the  highway.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  a 
foot-bridge  by  the  side  of  a  ford  or  way  for  carriages,  as  in  The  King 
v.  Middlesex^  but  it  is  a  mere  mode  of  continuing  the  footpath  over 
the  stream. 

Orowder  replied. 

Our.  adv,  tmlt 

The  judgment  of  the  court  ^  was  now  delivered  by 

1  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Wiohtman,  J.,  Erle,  J.,  and  Crompton,  J. 
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Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  this  case  an  indictment  was  preferred 
against  the  inhabitants  of  the  county  of  Southampton  for  non-repair 
of  a  public  bridge,  called  Black  Bridge,  situate  in  ihe  queen's  high- 
ways, in  the  Isle  of  Wight ;  and  the  question  for  our  consideration  is, 
whether  the  county  of  Southampton  was  liable  to  repair  this  bridge, 
or,  indeed,  any  bridge  in  the  island,  or  whether  the  inhabitants  of  the 
island  were  exclusively  bound  to  the  repair  of  this  and  other  public 
bridges  within  the  island.  The  Isle  of  Wight  is  within,  and  a  division 
of,  the  county  of  Southampton.  There  is  no  separate  commission 
of  the  peace  for  the  island,  and  primd  facie  the  county  generally 
would  be  liable  to  the  repair  of  the  public  bridges  within  it.  It  ap- 
pears, however,  that  before  the  passing  of  53  Geo.  3,  c.  92,  all  the 
public  bridges  in  the  island  not  repairable  by  tenure  were  repaired 
either  by  the  inhabitants  of  certain  tithings,  parishes  and  places  in 
which  they  were  situate,  or  by  rates,  in  the  nature  of  county  rates, 
levied  on  the  inhabitants  of  all  the  parishes  and  places  in  the  island. 
The  island  was  always  assessed  to  the  county  rate ;  but  before  1842, 
the  public  bridges  in  the  island  were  never  repaired  out  of  the  general 
county  rate,  but  a  rate  in  the  nature  of  a  county  rate  was  ordered  at 
the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  coanty  to  be  made  in  every  parish  in  the 
island  for  the  repairs  of  the  bridges  and  bridewell  in  the  island,  and 
for  other  purposes  to  which  such  rate  would  be  applicable  by  law 
within  the  island.  In  1774,  an  arrangement  was  made  at  the  Quar- 
ter Sessions  of  the  county  as  to  the  proportions  of  the  county  rate 
to  be  paid  by  the  island,  from  which  proportion  it  was  agreed  that 
the  amount  which  the  island  ought  to  pay  for  bridges  and  house  of 
correction  should  be  deducted,  the  island  agreeing  to  maintain  the 
bridges  and  house  of  correction  in  the  island.  This  agreement,  which 
was  merely  conventional,  was  acted  upon  when  the  act  of  53  Geo.  3, 
c.  52,  was  passed.  That  was  an  act  for  amending  the  roads  and  high- 
ways in  the  Isle  of  Wight  By  the  67th  section,  all  bridges  within 
the  parishes  and  places  specified  in  the  act  (the  bridge  in  question 
being  in  one  of  them),  which  had  previoas  to  the  passing  of  the  act 
been  accustomed  to  be  repaired  by  any  parishes,  tithings,  divisions, 
or  townships  within  the  island,  were  to  be  repaired,  after  the  11th  of 
October  then  next,  in  the  same  manner  and  by  such  ways  and  means 
as  other  bridges,  usually  called  county  bridges,  within  the  island  had 
been  accustomed  to  be  repaired.  The  bridge  in  question  had  always 
been,  before  the  passing  of  the  act,  repaired  by  the  tithing  of  Knighton, 
in  the  parish  of  Arreton.  The  future  repairs  of  the  bridge,  being,  by 
the  67th  section  of  the  act,  declared  to  be  by  the  same  means  and  in 
the  same  manner  as  other  county  bridges  in  the  island,  we  are  of 
opinion  that* the  county  generally  is  liable  to  the  repairs,  and  that 
there  is  nothing  in  the  statute,  nor  is  there  any  legal  ground,  upon 
which  the  county  can  claim  to  be  exempt  The  statute  has  taken 
away  the  liability  of  the  tithing  of  Knighton,  which  had  previously 
always  repaired  the  bridge,  and  has  made  it  repairable  by  such  ways 
and  means  as  other  county  bridges  in  the  island.  The  county  bridges 
in  the  island  were  repaired  out  of  a  rate,  in  the  nature  of  a  county 
rate,  made  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  county,  upon  the  parishes 
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in  the  island.  Such  a  rate,  however,  could  only  be  conventional,  and 
the  sessions  would  have  no  authority  to  make  such  a  rate  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  county  rate,  upon  the  parishes  in  the  island ;  nor  would  this 
conventional  mode  of  dividing  the  performance  of  the  legal  obliga- 
tion alter  the  right  of  the  public,  when  the  liability  to  the  performance 
became  a  legal  question.  No  indictment  could  be  maintained  against 
the  inhabitants  of  the  island,  which,  though  forming  a  division  of  the 
county  of  Southampton,  is  not  a  district  chargeable  as  such  with  any 
liability  known  to  the  law,  and  the  statute  has  expressly  removed  the 
obligation  from  the  parishes,  tithings,  &c,  which  had  formerly  repaired 
them.  The  county  cannot  be  discharged  of  the  general  legal  liability 
thrown  upon  it,  to  repair  the  public  bridges  within  it,  except  by  show- 
ing that  some  other  person  or  persons  may  be  charged.  As  the  county 
of  Southampton  has  failed  in  establishing  such  legal  liability  in  others, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  there  should,  in  this  case,  be  judgment  for  the 
crown. 

There  were  two  other  cases  against  the  county  for  non-repair  of 
two  other  bridges  in  the  island,  Sandown  Bridge  and  Tinker's  Bridge. 
The  case  of  Sandown  Bridge  turned  upon  the  same  question  as  that 
upon  which  we  have  just  expressed  our  opinion ;  some  minor  points 
were  made  in  it,  which  were  in  effect  disposed  of  during  the  argu- 
ment, and  our  judgment,  therefore,  in  this  case  as  well  as  in  that  of 
Black  Bridge  will  be  for  the  crown. 

In  the  case  of  Tinker's  Bridge  we  were  of  opinion  at  the  time  of 
the  argument,  and  are  still,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  this  case  with 
reference  to  that  bridge,  that  it  was  not  such  a  bridge  as  the  county 
would  be  bound  to  repair  as  a  county  bridge,  and,  in  that  case  our 
judgment  is  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  crown  in  the  first  two,  and  for  the  defendants  in  the 
last  indictment. 


Regina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Denton.  ^ 

Jane  9, 1852. 

Indictment  on  a  repealed  statute  —  Arrest  of  Judgment  —  Repeal  afUr 

Proceedings  commenced. 

AftAT  a  statute  has  been  repealed  it  cannot  be  acted  npon  in  respect  of  a  proceeding  under 
it,  commenced  before  its  repeal,  and  in  this  respect  there  is  no  valid  ^^stinction  between 
matters  of  form  and  substance.  Where,  therefore,  between  the  finding  of  an  indictment 
for  non-repair  of  a  road  and  plea  pleaded,  the  statnto  npon  which  alone  the  indictment 
could  be  supported,  was  repealed,  and  afterwards  the  inaictment  was  proceeded  with  and 
a  conviction  obtained,  the  court  arrested  the  judgment 

This  was  an  indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  a  highway.     The 
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indictment  contained  four  counts  ;  the  first  two  were  framed  upon  the 
common  law  liability  to  repair,  and  the  third  and  fourth  upon  the  4th 
section  of  59  Geo.  4,  c.  22,*  intituled  "  An  act  for  providing  that  the 
several  highways  within  the  parish  of  Manchester,  in  the  county  pala- 
tine of  Lancaster,  shall  be  repaired  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  respec- 
tive townships  within  which  the  same  are  situate."  The  third  count 
alleged  that  there  hath  been,  and  still  is,  in  the  township  of  Denton, 
in  the  parish  of  Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  a  certain 
common  and  public  queen's  highway,  to  wit,  the  Stockport  and 
Ashton  turnpike  road,  leading,  &c.,  used  by' and  for  all  the  liege  sub- 
jects, &c.,  with  their  horses, coaches,  carts,  and  carriages,  to  go,  return, 
&c.,  and  that  a  certain  part  thereof,  situate  in  Denton  aforesaid  (de- 
scribing it  particularly),  on  the  said  day,  &c.,  and  thence  continually 
afterwards,  until  the  taking  of  this  inquisition  at  the  township  of 
Denton  aforesaid,  was,  and  yet  is,  very  ruinous,  &c.,  for  want  of  due 
reparation  and  amendment  of  the  same,  so  that  the  liege  subjects, 
&C.,  in,  through,  by,  and  over  the  said  last-mentioned  part  of  the  said 
queen's  highway,  from  the  said  day  hitherto,  could  not,  nor  yet  can, 
go,  return,  pass,  ride  and  labor  as  they  were  wont  and  ought  to  do,  &c. 
That  the  said  highway  is  not  a  highway  iq  respect  whereof  certain 
proceedings  mentioned  in  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  22,  or  any  of  the  said  pro- 
ceedings, have  been  had,  or  in  respect  whereof  certain  verdicts  in  the 
said  acts  of  parliament  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  have  been  given, 
or  in  respect  whereof  any  verdict  had,  before  the  passing  of  the  said 
act  of  parliament,  been  obtained  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish 
of  Manchester,  aforesaid,  at  large.  That  the  inhabitants  of  the  town- 
ship of  Denton,  aforesaid,  ought  to  repair  and  amend  the  said  part  of 
the  said  highway,  so  being  in  decay,  when  and  so  often  as  it  shall  be 
necessary.  The  fourth  count  was  the  same,  except  that  it  did  not 
contain  the  negative  averment  in  respect  of  the  proceedings  mentioned 
in  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  22. 

Between  the  time  of  the  finding  of  the  indictment  and  plea  pleaded, 
the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  22  was  repealed  by  the  14  &  15  Vict  c.  10,  intituled 
^^  An  act  for  relief  to  the  several  townships  in  the  parish  of  Manches- 
ter from  the  repair  of  highwa/s  not  situate  within  such  townships 
respectively,"  and  the  latter  act  did  not  reenact  the  provision  con- 
tained in  the  4th  section  of  the  repealed  act 

The  indictment  was  tried,  at  the  last  Liverpool  spring  assizes,  be- 
fore Cresswell,  J.  No  evidence  was  given  in  support  of  the  common 
law  counts,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  crown  on  the  third  count 
In  the  following  term,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  for  a  new  trial,  ^  and 
also  to  arrest  the  judgment,  against  which 

^  Section  4.  '^  That  in  any  indictment,  &c.,  against  the  inhabitants  of  any  of  the  said 
townships  for  not  repairing  any  highway  within  such  township,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to 
ailege  generally  that  the  inhabitants  of  snch  township  ought  to  repair  and  amend  such 
highway  without  setting  forth  any  custom  or  prescription  for  that  purpose,  or  referring 
to  the  authority  of  this  act'' 

3  It  was  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  road  had  been  repaired  by  the  neighboring 
township  of  Hau^ton  for  forty  or  fifl^  years,  and  the  jury  found  that  the  road  was 
within  tne  townsmp  of  Denton,  that  bemg  the  only  question  submitted  to  them.    The 

11* 
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Aiherion  and  J.  A.  Russell  showed  cause.  As  to  the  objection  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  no  doubt  the  repealed  act  must  be  relied  upon, 
but  the  court  will  take  notice  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  liability 
upon  the  third  count  still  remains  the  same ;  and  the  question  is,  will 
the  change  in  form  by  the  repealing  statute  make  any  difference  ?  If, 
by  legislative  interference,  such  a  substantial  change  is  made  as  to 
alter  the  essentials  of  the  offence,  the  pending  proceeding  cannot  go 
on  ;  but  not  so  where  there  is  a  change  in  form  merely.  This  dis- 
tinction seems  supported  by  The  Queen  y.  The  InhabitafUs  of  Mawgam^ 
8  Ad.  &  E.  496 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep..(N.  s.)  M.  C.  98,  in  wliich  case  there 
was  a  difference  in  substance,  made  by  the  repealing  statute.  Here, 
there  is  only  a  difference  as  regards  the  form  of  words  in  which  the 
accusation  is  couched,  and  the  proceeding  by  indictment  is  a  common 
law  proceeding. 

i Coleridge,  J.,  referred  to  Suttees  v.  Ellison^  9  B.  &  C.  750 ;  s.  c. 
law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  335,  and  other  cases  upon  the  bankrupt  laws.] 

The  observations  of  Lord  Tenterden  in  Surtees  v.  Ellison  are 
stronger  than  the  facts  of  the  case  required.  Hitchcock  v.  Way^  6  Ad. 
&  E.  943 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  {s.  s.)  K.  B.  215,  is  an  authority  to 
show  that  new  laws  made  pending  proceedings  are  not  to  be  taken 
as  affecting  substantial  rights ;  and  to  the  same  effect  is  Moan  v.  Dtir- 
den,  2  Exch.  Rep.  22. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  This  is  an  instance  of  a  simple  repeal 
of  the  former  act] 

No  case  has  gone  so  far  as  it  is  sought  to  do  here.  Whether  the 
repealed  or  repealing  act  be  looked  at,  the  offence  remains  the  same. 

Snowies  and  Cowlings  contra,  were  not  heard. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Supposing  the  verdict  to  stand  for  the 
crown  on  the  third  count,  we  have  to  consider  whether  the  judgment 
must  be  arrested.  It  is  admitted  that,  but  for  the  repealed  statute, 
the  count  would  be  bad,  and  judgment  could  not  be  given  upon  it 
The  prosecutor  caUs  upon  us  to  pronounce  judgment,  and  the  defend- 
ant, on  the  other  hand,  contends  thaf  we  ought  not  to  do  so,  but  to 
arrest  the  judgment ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  we  are  at  liberty 
to  give  judgment  upon  these  counts.  The  general  rule  is,  that  a  re- 
pealed statute  cannot  be  acted  upon  after  it  is  repeaTed,  but  that  with 
regard  to  all  matters  that  have  taken  place  under  it  before  its  repeal, 
they  remain  valid,  and  cannot  be  questioned.     This  principle  was 


ground  for  a  new  trial  was,  that  the  evidence  of  the  repair  of  the  road  by  the  township 
of  Haughton  negatived  the  liabilitv  of  the  township  of  Denton ;  it  being  contended  that 
such  evidence  made  out  the  liabihtj  of  Haughton  to  repair  the  road.  On  thS  other 
hand,  it  was  contended  liiat,  without  further  evidence  to  show  a  consideration  for  the 
repairs  done,  the  liability  of  the  township  of  Haughton  was  not  made  out  2  Wms. 
Saund.  158,  b,  note  O.  That  a  consideration  was  not  to  be  presumed  from  the  mere  fact 
of  repairs.  Upon  this  point  the  court  came  to  no  decision,  but  intimated  that  the  ex- 
istence of  consideration  was  not  a  necessary  presumption  from  the  evidence  of  repairs 
having  been  done,  but  that  it  was  evidence  from  which  a  jury  might  infer  a  oonadef- 
tton* 
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acted  upon  in  2%e  King  v,  Mawgan^  a  case  which  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  the  present.  It  is  said,  that  there  is  a  difference  between 
the  case  where  the  repealing  act  affects  the  substance  of  the  proceed- 
ing, and  where  it  affects  only  the  form,  but  I  do  not  think  that  any 
such  distinction  can  be  made.  The  effect  of  the  repealing  act  must 
be  the  same  whatever  be  its  nature.  The  offence  was  the  same  in 
The  King  v.  Mawgan^  the  only  difference  made  by  the  repealing  act 
being  in  the  mode  of  procedure.  As  the  law  now  standi,  therefore, 
the  count  is  bad  and  must  be  so  treated,  and  the  judgment  arrested. 
We  are  not  giving  to  the  act  any  retrospective  operation,  but  only 
from  the  time  of  its  passing. 

Coleridge,  J.  I  quite  agree.  We  have  one  authority  on  the  point; 
but  if  the  question  were  res  integra  I  think  We  must  have  come  to 
the  same  conclusion.  At  common  law  the  ofunt  is  bad,  and  the  act 
which  rendered  it  good  has  been  wholly  repealed.  Then  the  question 
is,  whether  the  fact  of  the  proceeding,  being  in  course  of  process,  can 
make  any  difference ;  I  think  not.  What  has  been  perfected  is  not 
to  be  disturbed,  but  if  we  require  the  act  for  any  further  step  it  must 
be  in  force  at  the  time.  This  is  expressed  by  Lord  Tenterden  in 
Surtees  v.  Mlison.  He  says,  '<  It  has  long  been  established,  that  when 
an  act  of  parliament  is  repealed  it  must  be  considered,  except  as  to 
transactions  past  and  closed,  as  if  it  had  never  existed."  That  is  the 
correct  rule  of  law  on  the  subject,  and,  applied  to  the  facts  of  this 
case  as  it  was  in  Surtees  v.  Ellison,  is  quite  conclusive  here.  3%e 
King  V.  STKenzie,  Buss.  &  B.  429,  is  to  the  same  effect. 

Erle,  J.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  arrested. 
The  rule  of  law  is,  that  the  repealed  statute,  as  regards  further  pro- 
ceedings afterwards,  is  to  be  treated  as  if  it  had  never  existed.  This 
is  an  indictment  in  respect  of  a  duty  created  by  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  22, 
and  in  the  form  given  by  that  act,  and  between  the  finding  of  the 
indictment  and  the  time  of  pleading  that  act  is  repealed.  Now,  to 
ask  us  to  act  after  that,  and  to  give  further  operation  to  this  proceed- 
ing, is  seeking  to  contravene  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  repeal,"  ac- 
cording to  the  force  siven  to  it  by  the  above  rule.  As  to  what  has 
been  said  about  the  difference  between  form  and  substance,  1  think 
that  argument,  in  point  of  fact,  fails,  because  the  liability  here  is 
founded  upon  the  very  words  of  the  act,  and  that,  both  in  substance 
and  form,  the  count  is  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment. 

Crompton,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  objection  here  is 
stronger  than  it  was  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  Mawgan.  There,  the 
objection  related  more  to  a  matter  of  form  of  procedure  than  in  *this 
ease« 

Rule  absolute  to  arrest  the  judgment. 
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Regina,  on  the  prosecution  of  The  Overseers  of  the  Township 
OF  Birkenhead,  v.  The  Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks.^ 

June  3,  1852.  < 

Poor  Rate,  Liability  to  —  Birkenhead  Docks  Trustees  —  Public 

Purposes, 

It  is  not  of  itself  a  gronnd  for  exemption  firom  poor-rates,  that  the  occupiers  of  land  are  trus- 
tees incorporated  under  acts  of  parliament  for  public  purposes.  It  must  appear  from  the 
proYisions  of  the  acts  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  funds  deriva- 
ble from  their  occupation  should  not  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  poor-rates. 

The  trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks  were  empowered  by  the  acts  incorporating  them,  and 
providing  for  the  construction  of  the  docks,  &c.,  to  borrow  a  certain  sum  on  credit  of  the 
rates  and  toUs  granted  hj  thyaid  acts,  and  of  any  property  thereby  vested  in  them,  and, 
if  necessary,  to  mortgage  tlft  same.  The  maximum  tolls  and  dues  to  be  demanded  and 
received  by  the  trustees  were  stated  in  the  acts,  but  the  trustees  were  at  liberty  to  fix  and 
determine  the  tolls  to  be  taken,  provided  they  did  not  exceed  the  amount  stated  in  the  act, 
and  from  time  to  time  to  reduce  or  alter,  and  again  to  raise  such  toUf.  The  acts  further  pro- 
vided that  all  sums  received  from  the  rates  and  tolls,  and  all  sums  arismg  from  the  sale  of  any 
lands  or  the  rents  thereof,  should  be  applied  by  the  trustees  in  keeping  in  repair  and  main- 
taining the  docks  and  other  works  made  under  the  authority  of  the  acts,  and  of  paying 
officers  and  servants,  and  otherwise  carr}rin2  the  acts  into  execution,  and  also  to  the  pay- 
ment of  interest  and  repaying  the  principfd  borrowed,  under  such  regulations  and  con- 
ditions as  ihQ  trustees  mignt,  from  tmie  to  time,  think  reasonable :  — 

Hdd^  assuming  all  the  purposes  to  which  the  trustees  were  directed  to  apply  the  sums  received 
by  them  to  be  public  purposes,  that  as  there  was  nothing  in  the  acts  to  show  that  the 
trustees  might  not  lawfully  raise  from  the  rates  and  tolls  a  sum  sufficient  to  meet  such 
purposes  and  pay  poor-rates  and  other  chaises,  that  they  were  liable  to  be  rated  to  the 
poor-rate  in  respect  of  buildings  upon  the  land  vested  by  the  acts  in  the  trustees. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  a  rate,  made  on  the  28th  of  April, 
1851,  for  the  relief  of  the  poof,  in  which  the  trustees  of  the  Birken- 
head Docks  were  rated  in  the  sum  of  500/.,  the  ratable  value  of 
certain  offices,  workshops,  and  premises  in  the  township  of  Birken- 
head, in  the  county  oi  Chester.  After  notice  of  appeal  had  been 
given,  and  by  consent  of  the  parties,  the  following  case  was  stated 
for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  under  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45. 

The  township  of  Birkenhead,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  was  placed 
under  the  management  of  public  commissioners,  by  act  of  parliament, 
3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  6a  In  the  year  1844,  an  act  (the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  69) 
was  passed,  intituled,  '^  An  act  for  constructing  tidal  basins,  a  dock, 
and  other  works  at  Birkenhead,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  and  for 
other  purposes."  And  it  was  thereby  enacted,  that  the  commission- 
ers constituted  under  the  act  of  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  68,  should  be 
the  commissioners  for  carrying  that  act  into  execution,  and  should 
be  called  "  The  Commissioners  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks,"  and  should 
havfe  authority  to  borrow  on  the  credit  of  the  rates  and  tolls  by  that 
act  granted,  and  of  any  property  vested  in  the  said  commissioners  by 
virtue  of  that  act,  a  sum  not  exceeding  400,000/.,  and,  as  a  security, 
the  commissioners  might  assign  over  the  said  rates,  tolls,  and  pro- 
perty, or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  person  advancing  or  lending  the 
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afmie,  by  way  of  mortgage,  in  the  manner  and  form  therein  directed 
and  provided,  and  subject  and  according  to  the  provisions  and  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act  in  that  behalf. 

By  an  act  of  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  4,  additional  powers  were  given  to 
the  commissioners,  enabling  them  to  borrow  a  further  sum  of  money, 
not  lixceeding  600,000/.,  on  mortgage  as  aforesaid,  and  to  make  a 
floating  dock  within  Wallasey  Pool. 

By  two  other  acts,  the  10  &  11  Vict.  cc.  264, 265,  additional  powers 
were  conferred  upon  the  commissioners  in  reference  to  the  Birken- 
head Docks. 

By  another  act,  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  144,  intituled,  '^  An  act  to 
alter  and  amend  the  several  acts  relating  to  the  Birkenhead  Docks, 
and  to  transfer  the  several  powers  of  the  said  commissioners  to  a 
corporate  body,  to  be  intituled  '  The  Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead 
Docks,'  and  for  other  purposes,"  the  several  rights,  duties,  powers, 
authorities,  privileges,  and  immunities  conferred  upon  the  said  com- 
missioners by  the  former  acts,  for  carrying  into  execution  the  several 
purposes  and  provisions  of  the  said  former  acts,  and  that  act,  were 
vested  in  certain  persons,  thereby  incorporated  by  the  name  of  ''  The 
Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks." 

In  pursuance  of  the  powers  given  to  them  by  the  said  acts  of  par- 
liament, the  said  commissioners  and  trustees  did,  accordingly,  borrow 
money  upon  mortgage,  and  erected  and  built  two  docks,  called  the 
Morpeth  Dock  and  the  Egerton  Dock,  which  are  now  completed  and 
used  by  shipping  frequenting  or  arriving  in  the  river  Mersey,  and  they 
are  now  in  progress  of  erecting  a  great  float  and  other  outer  works, 
which  are  not  completed.  Among  other  works  erected  on  the  land, 
vested  by  the  said  acts  in  the  said  trustees,  and  completed,  are  cer- 
tain offices,  workshops,  and  premises,  erected  and  built  by  the  said 
commissioners  and  trustees  on  land  so  vested  in  them,  which  is  in 
the  township  of  Birkenhead,  in  the  county  of  Chester;  which  offices, 
workshops,  and  premises  are  now,  and  were,  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing of  the  poor-rate  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  now  in  question,  in 
the  actual  and  exclusive  occupation  of  the  said  trustees,  under  the 
authorities  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  acts  of  parliament  solely; 
and  the  said  offices,  workshops,  and  premises  are  hereby  admitted, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  to  be  of  the  annual  value  of  550/.,  and, 
if  ratable  to  the  poor,  to  be  of  the  ratable  value  of  5002. 

The  appellants  object  that  the  said  offices,  workshops,  and  premises, 
are  not  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  because  they  say 
that  they  have  no  other  right,  title,  or  interest  in  the  said  offices, 
workshops  and  premises,  except  as  such  trustees  of  the  said  Birken- 
.  head  Docks,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  previsions  of  the  said  several 
acts  of  parliament  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  that  they  occupy  the 
said  offices,  workshops,  and  premises,  as  such  trustees  solely  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  into  execution  the  works,  and  doing  the  busi- 
ness which  they  are  authorized  and  appointed  to  execute  and  do, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  such  acts  as  such  trustees,  as  aforesaid ; 
and  that  they,  the  appellants,  do  not,  nor  does  any  other  person,  de- 
rive any  personal  benefit  whatever  from  such  occupation.     That  by 
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virtae  of  the  said  acts  of  parliament,  they,  as  trustees  as  aforesaid, 
are  authorized  to  borrow  certain  sums  of  money  and  receive  certain 
rates,  which  sums  of  money  and  which  rates  are  by  the  said  acta 
applicable  solely  to  the  public  purposes  therein  specified.  That  they, 
as  such  trustees,  manage  the  dock  estate  by  their  servants  and  agents, 
who  receive  and  account  to  them  for  all  such  sums  of  monejr  and 
rates  so  borrowed  and  received  as  aforesaid.  That  all  moneys  and 
funds  whatsoever "  collected,  received,  levied,  borrowed,  and  raised,  by 
virtue  of  the  said  several  acts,  are  and  have  been,  by  the  said  trustees^ 
applied  in  the  same  manner  and  for  the  purposes  directed  by  and 
specified  in  the  said  several  acts,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
thereof,  and  for  no  other  purpose  and  in  no  other  manner  whatever. 
That  they,  as  trustees  as  aforesaid,  derive  under  the  said  acts  no 
private  advantage  from  the  execution  of  their  trust,  and  that  there  is 
no  surplus  or  profit  accruing  to  the  said  appellants  from  the  said 
estate  as  such  trustees,  after  the  application  by  them  of  the  moneys 
arising  from  such  estate  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  said  several 
acts  of  parliament  hereinbefore  mentioned.^ 

1  The  89th  section  of  7  &  8  Vict  c.  79,  enacts,  «« That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  com- 
missioners, from  time  to  time,  to  borrow  at  interest,  on  the  credit  of  the  several  rates 
and  tolls  by  this  act  granted,  and  of  any  property  which  may  be  vested  in  the  commis- 
sioners by  virtue  of  this  act,  any  sum  of  money  which  shsJl  not  exceed  the  sum  of 
400,000/.,  and  in  the  event  of  any  part  of  such  sum  of  money  being  repaid  by  the  com- 
missioners, to  reborrow  the  same,  and  so  toties  quotiesj  but  so,  nevertheless,  that  there 
shall  not  be  owing  on  the  security  aforesaid,  any  more  than  the  sum  of  400,000/^  in  the 
whole,  at  any  one  lime,  and  for  securing  the  repayment  of  the  moneys  so  borrawed 
with  interest,  liie  commissioners,  or  any  five  of  them,  may  assisn  over  the  said  rates, 
tolls,  and  property,  or  any  part  thereof  to  tJie  person  who  shalT  advance  or  lend  such 
money,  or  his  trustee,  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the  money  so  to  be  borrowed, 
togetner  with  interest  for  the  same." 

Section  153.  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  commissioners  to  demand  and  receive 
for  every  Tessel  which  shall  enter  any  of  the  basins  or  docks,  to  be  constructed  under 
the  authority  of  this  act,  any  sum  not  exceeding  the  several  rates  following,  (that  is  to 
say),  *  For  every  vessel  to  or  from  any  port  or  place  within  the  United  Xingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  the  sum  of  6d.  for  ea^  ton  tiiereof ;  for  every  vessel  to  or 
from  any  port  or  place  the  sum  of  I5.  6<f.  for  each  ton  thereof;  for  eveiy  vessel  which 
shall  remain  in  any  of  the  said  basins  or  docks  for  any  longer  period  than  six  months,  a 
further  sum  equal  to  half  of  the  rates  which  shall  have  been  paid  in  respect  of  such 
vessel,  and  so  on  for  every  further  period  of  six  months.' " 

Section  225.  **  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  commissioners  to  fix  and  determine 
the  tolls  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of  this  act,  but  so,  nevertheless,  as  not  to  exceed  the 
respective  sums  hereinbefore  authorized  to  be  received ;  and  it  shall  also  be  lawful  for 
the  conunissioners  from  time  to  time  to  lower,  reduce,  or  alter  all  or  any  of  the  said  tolls, 
and  again  to  raise  the  same  to  such  amount  as  they  shall  think  proper,  not  exceeding 
the  "respective  sums  by  this  act  authorized  to  be  received.** 

Section  227.  <*  Thiat  all  sums  of  money  which  shall  be  received  by  the  commission- 
ers from  the  rates  and  toUs  eranted  by  this  act,  and  all  sums  arising  from  the  sale  of  any 
lands,  or  the  rents  thereof,  snail  be  applied  by  the  commissioners  m  defra^g  the  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses  of  keeping  in  repair,  and,  from  time  to  time,  deepemng,  cleansing, 
improving,  and  maintaining  the  sea  wall,  basins,  dock,  embankment,  roads,  cuts,  drains, 
culverts,  and  other  works  which  may  be  erected  or  made  under  the  authority  hereof, 
and  of  paying  the  officers  and  servants  employed  by  the  commissioners  in,  and  about, 
and  concerning  the  same,  and  of  otherwbe  carrying  this  act  into  execution,  and  for 
paying  the  interest  and  repaying  the  principal  of  any  sum  of  money  which  shall  be 
borrowed  by  the  commissioners  under  this  act,  under  such  regulations  and  conditions  as 
the  commissioners  may,  from  time  to  time,  think  reasonable." 
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If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  upon  the  said  objection  that  the 
said  offices,  workshops,  and  premises,  were  not  liable  to  be  rated  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  and,  therefore,  that  the  said  rate  should  be 
amended  by  striking  out  the  said  assessment,  their  judgment,  in  con- 
formity with  the  decision  of  such  court,  and  for  such  costs  as  such 
court  shall  adjudge,  may  be  entered  on  motion  by  the  appellants  at 
the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  said  county,  next,  or  next  but  one,  after 
such  decision  shall  have  been  given :  but  if  the  court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  said  trustees  were  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  offices, 
vrorkshops,  and  premises,  in  the  said  rate  mentioned,  and  that  the 
said  rate  should,  therefore,  be  confirmed,  judgment  in  conformity 
Tvith  the  decision  of  such  court,  and  for  such  costs  as  the  said  court 
should  adjudge,  might  be  entered  on  motion  by  the  respondents  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  for  the  said  county,  next,  or  next  but  one,  after  such 
decision  should  have  been  given. 

Archboldj  (May  1),  for  the  respondents.  The  appellants  are  pro- 
perly rated.  The  objection  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  is,  that  the 
docks  are  used  for  public  purposes  exclusively,  and  that  the  case  falls 
within  the  decision  in  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Liverpool^  7  B. 
&  C.  61 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  M.  C.  145.  But  that  case  rests  on  the 
ground  that  theit  was  no  individual  beneficial  occupation.  The  par- 
ticular act  in  that  case  provided,  that  the  money  raised  under  it 
should  be  '*  applied  and  disposed  of  to  the  building  and  repairing 
the  said  new  dock  or  basin  and  h^arbor  of  Liverpool,  and  to  no  other 
use  and  purpose  whatsoever ;  "  and  the  last  act,  which  repealed  former 
dock-rate  acts  and  imposes  new  duties,  directed  that,  after  payment 
of  the  moneys  borrowed,  the  trustees  should  "  lower  and  reduce  the 
rates  and  duties  hereby  granted  and  made  payable  as  far  as  the  same 
ca,n  be  done  in  the  then  state  of  the  docks,  basins,  buildings,  and  other 
works  and  buildings  of  the  said  port,  and  leaving  sufficient  for  all 
charges  of  management  and  collection  of  rates  on  the  said  docks,  &c., 
and  improving,  &c.,  the  same,  and  for  carrying  into  execution  the  pro- 
visions of  the  former  act  and  this  act"  Spch  provisions  will  not  be 
found  in  the  acts  now  to  be  considered  by  the  court,  and  in  this  case 
the  trustees  are  actual  owners,  and  may  have  a  surplus.  By  the  39th 
section  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  79,  made  for  the  improvement  of  Birk- 
enhead, the  trustees  are  empowered  to  borrow  a  sum  not  exceeding 
400,000/.,  and  to  assign,  as  a  security,  the  tolls  by  that  act  granted. 

The  55th  section  empowers  the  commissioners  of  Woods  to  make 
free  grants  of  the  soil  of  the  shore  to  the  commissioners  for  executing 
those  acts.  The  57th  section  gives  them  power  to  purchase  lands  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act.  The  l25th  section  gives  poyret  to  construct 
the  works.  The  153d  section  fixes  the  rates  of  dues  to  be  taken  from 
vessels.  The  225th  section  gives  a  power  to  reduce  and  again  to 
raise  the  tolls.  The  227th  section  directs  the  application  of  the  tolls. 
It  will  be  said,  on  the  other  side,  that  the  227th  section  contemplates 
only  three  classes  of  expenditure,  to  which  the  produce  of  the  tolls  is 
to  be  applied :  the  maintenance  of  the  docks,  the  payment  of  officers 
and  servants,  and  the  payment  of  interest  and  principal  of  moneys 
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borrowed.  That  is  trae ;  but  there  are  not  in  the  127th  section  any 
negative  words,  as  there  were  in  the  acts  considered  in  TAe  King-  v. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Liverpool^  and  in  T%e  Eing  v.  The  Commissioners 
of  SalierS'load  Sluice^  4  Term  Rep^  730,  which  case  was  relied  on,  by 
Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in  TJie  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Liverpool^ 
when  he  held  that  a  direction  to  discharge  certain  burdens,  and  then 
to  lower  the  rates,  was  equivalent  to  a  direction  to  apply  the  rates  to 
certain  purposes,  and  no  other.  The  8  &  9  Vict  c  4,  authorizes  the 
boiTowing  of  600,000/.  on  mortgage,  in  the  same  way  as  under  the 
former  act  Then  comes  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  144,  which  constitutes 
"  The  Trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks,"  making  them  a  corporate 
body,  and  gives  them  powers  to  pay  themselves  and  to  carry  on  the 
works.  The  trustees,  by  the  operation  of  that  act,  are  permitted  to 
have,  and,  in  fact,  have,  an  actual  interest  in  the  works  as  occupiers. 

Pashlet/i  for  the  appellants.  These  docks  are  a  benefit  to  the 
public  at  large ;  the  purpose  for  which  they  exist  is  a  public  purpose, 
and,  therefore,  the  trustees  should  be  exempt.  This  case  is  not  really 
distinguishable  from  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  LiverpooL 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  You  must  make  out  that  this  public  pur- 
pose is  one  that  is  to  be  carried  out  at  the  expense  of  the  rate-payers 
of  this  particular  locality.]  t 

The  rate-payers  get  an  equivalent  in  the  benefits  conferred  by  the 
docks. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  see  no^  prohibition  of  a  surplus,  and  no 
provision  as  to  an  application  of  any  surplus.  What  is  to  be  done 
with  it  if  there  be  one  ?] 

It  will  be  a  gross  violation  of  the  duty  of  the  trustees  not  to  pre- 
vent a  surplus.  The  Queen  v.  77ie  Mayor  of  Liverpool^  9  Ad.  &  £. 
435 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  41,  and  The  Queen  v.  Badcockj 
6  Q.  B.  Rep.  787 ;  s.  c.  nom.  The  Queen  v.  The  Trustees  of  Taunton 
Market^  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  M.  C.  58,  show  clearly  that  these 
trustees  ought  not  to  be  rated.  Sections  225  and.  227  in  effect 
prohibit  keeping  up  the  rates  beyond  the  sum  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  the  acts. 

[Crompton,  J.  The  earlier  of  those  two  cases  proceeded  on  the 
ground,  that,  as  the  docks  were  in  the  occupation  of  the  corporation, 
the  profits,  if  any,  must  go  to  the  borough  fund,  and  be  applicable 
to  public  purposes  only.  The  latter  case  was  not  decided  in  con- 
formity with  the  earlier.] 

The  purposes  of  the  acts  here  are  clearly  public  purposes. 

Archboldj  m  reply.  The  case  of  The  Queen  v.  Badcock  is  rather 
a  decision  against  the  appellants.  In  this  case  there  may  be  a  sur- 
plus, for  there  are  no  negative  words  to  prevent  it ;  and  if  there  be  a 
surplus,  there  are  no  words  in  the  acts  directing  the  application  of  it. 
He  referred  to  The  Queen  v.  St.  Giles,  York,  3  B.  &  Ad.  573 ;  s.  c. 
1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  50. 

Cur,  adv.  vuU. 
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The  judgment  of  the  court  ^  was  now  delivered  by — 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  rate  in  ques- 
tion is  valid.  The  appellants  are  primd  facie  Uable  to  it  under  the 
43  Eliz.  c  2,  s.  1,  which  enacts,  that  every  occupier  of  land  and  houses 
shall  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  They  are  seised  in  fee  and 
are  actually  in  possession  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks,  from  which  they 
receive  a  large  revenue.  Their  exemption  from  ratability  would 
operate  as  a  great  hardship  upon  the  rate-payers  within  the  township. 
This  property,  before  it  was  applied  to  the  construction  of  docks,  was 
ratable  and  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor ;  and,  from  its  being  ap- 
plied to  this  great  commercial  speculation,  the  number  of  destitute 
persons  within  the  township  must  be  considerably  increased.  Still, 
-we  are  only  to  consider  what  the  law  upon  the  subject  is ;  and  we 
are  bound  to  pronounce  in  favor  of  the  exemption,  if  it  has  been  con- 
ferred by  any  subsequent  statute. 

The  appellants  do  not  and  could  not  rely  upon  the  mere  circum- 
stance of  their  being  trustees,  and  so  not  entitled  to  any  personal 
advantage  fro^x  the  property  vested  in  them.  They  contend  that  the 
dues  to  which  they  are  entitled  are  all  appropriated  to  public  pur- 
poses, and  that,  therefore,  they  are  exempt  from  ratability,  according 
to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  The  King  v.  The  Inhabitcmts  of  Liver- 
pool. Where  no  one  can  be  found  who  may  be  considered  the  occu- 
pier of  lands  and  houses,  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  does  not  extend  to 
them ;  but  where  there  are  occupiers  of  lands  and  houses  within  the 
meaning  of  that  statute,  the  exemption  must  rest  on  some  subse- 
quent enactment  of  the  legislature.  We  apprehend  that  this  doctrine 
w^as  admitted  and  acted  upon  in  the  SaUers-load  Sluice  case,  from  the 
marginal  note  of  which  the  exemption,  on  the  ground  of  public  pur- 
poses, takes  its  origin.  The  question  argued  at  the  bar,  and  to  be 
considered  as  decided,  was,  whether  the  legislature,  by  the  local  act, 
intended  impliedly  to  exempt  the  tolls  from  ratability,  although  Lord 
Kenyon,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  uses  some  expres- 
sions about  there  being  no  occupier,  because  the  commissioners  were 
merely  trustees.  The  decision  can  be  r^sted  only  on  the  clause  in 
the  local  act,  which  directed  the  tolls  '^  to  be  applied  and  disposed  of 
for  the  several  uses  and  purposes  of  the  said  act,  and  to  no  other  use 
or  purpose  whatsoever."  The  question  was,  whether  this  amounted 
to  a  prohibition  to  apply  the  tolls  to  the  payment  of  poor-rates  ?  The 
court  adopted  this  construction,  instead  of  holding  the  meaning  of 
the  words  to  be,  that  the  clear  produce  of  the  tolls,  after  deducting 
the  expenses  of  collecting  them  and  all  the  charges  to  which  the  pro- 
perty was  liable  (such  as  poor-rates),  was  to  be  applied  to  these  pur- 
poses. We  think  that  the  decision  in  the  Liverpool  case  can  only  be 
supported  by  similar  reasoning.  There  the  local  acts  directed  that 
the  rates  and  dues  received  for  the  use  of  the  dock  should  be  applied 
to  paying  off  the  debt  incurred  in  making  it,  and  to  keeping  it  in 
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repair,  and  that  these  purposes  being  eiTeeted,  the  rates  should  be 
lowered  for  the  benefit  of  those  using  fhe  dock.  Lord  Tenterden 
would  not  adopt  the  construction  of  the  statutes,  that  the  charges 
ought  to  be  deducted  firom  the  rates  before  they  were  so  applied,  but 
stifl  he  proceeded  upon  a  special  statutable  exemption,  saying,  ^  The 
statute  under  which  the  dock  rates  in  question  are  levied,  does  not 
indeed  contain  an  express  direction  that  the  rates  shall  be  applied  to 
the  purposes  specified  and  no  other ;  but  it  directs  that  certain  bur- 
dens shall  be  discharged,  and  that  then  the  rates  shall  be  lowered, 
and,  therefore,  any  application  of  those  rates  to  other  purposes  not 
specified,  would  be  a  direct  violation  of  the  statute." 

It  follows  that,  if  we  recognize  this  case,  we  must  look  to  see 
whether,  by  the  local  acts  respecting  the  Birkenhead  Docks,  the  legis- 
lature has  conferred  the  exemption  claimed.  By  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c. 
79,  s.  163,  the  commissioners  who  occupy  the  property  are  empow- 
ered to  levy  certain  rates  from  vessels,  and  by  section  225,  to  lower, 
to  alter,  or  again  to  raise  them  at  their  discretion,  provided  they  do 
not  exceed  the  specified  amount  And,  by  section  226,  all  sums 
received  from  rates  or.  from  sale  of  land,  or  from  the  rent  thereof,  are 
to  be  applied  to  the  costs  and  expenses  of  keeping  the  docks  in  repair, 
and  of  paying  the  officers  and  servants  employed  in  them  by  the  com- 
missioners, and  of  otherwise  carrying  the  act  into  execution,  and  for 
paying  the  interest  and  repaying  the  principal  of  any  sum  of  money 
which  shall  be  borrowed  by  the  commissioners,  under  Buch  regula- 
tions and  conditions  as  the  commissioners  may,  from  time  to  time, 
think  reasonable. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  these  enactments  are  not  sufficient  to 
testify  any  intention  of  the  legblature  to  exempt  the  Birkenhead 
Docl»  from  liability  to  contribute  to  the  relief  of  the  poor!  Assum- 
ing all  the  purposes  enumerated  in  section  227,  to  be  public  purposes 
(about  which  there  may  be  considerable  difficulty),  here  the  obliga- 
tion to  lower  the  tolls,  so  much  relied  upon  in  the  Liverpool  case^  is 
entirely  wanting.  There  is  nothing  amounting  to  a  prohibition 
against  payment  of  other  charges  than  those  specified,  and  we  can 
find  nothing  to  show  that  t}ie  commissioners  may  not  pay  poor*rates 
along  with  other  charges  before  the  net  amount  of  the  fund  is  ascer- 
tained, which  may  be  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  act  There  is 
no  statement,  and  there  has  been  no  suggestion,  that  the  rates  at  the 
scale  to  which  they  may  be  lawfully  raised,  would  not,  after  the  pay- 
ment of  this  charge,  be  sufficient  for  all  these  purposes.  We,  there- 
fore, consider  that  the  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  those 
relied  upon,  and  that  the  property  of  the  appellants,  not  being  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  exempted  by  the  legislature,  ought  to  bear  its 
share  of  the  public  burdens  with  other  lands  and  houses  in  the  town- 
ship. 

It  is  thus  unnecessary  to  examine  whether  the  case  of  The  King  v. 
Liverpool,  be  affected  by  The  Queen  v.  Badcock,  The  Queen  v.  Long- 
wood,  13  Q.  B.  ftep.  116 ;  and  The  Queen  v.  Harrogate,  20  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  25, 1  Eng.  Rep.  281,  or  any  other  subsequent 
decision.     We  have  now  only  to  give 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 
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June  7,  12,  1852. 

Indicimenlj  Removal  of,  to  Central  Criminal  Court  —  4  4*  ^  Will.  4, 
c.  36,  5. 16.—  Fcdse  Pretences  — 7  4-8  Geo.  4,  c.  25,  s.  53. 

The  Central  Criminal  Court  Act,  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.36,  s.  16,  proyides  that  the  Coart  of 
Queen's  Bench,  or  the  commiasioners  nnder  that  act,  being  judges  of  the  superior  courts, 
or  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or  the  recorder  of  I^ndon,  may  issue  writs  of 
certiorari  or  other  process  to  remove  into  the  Central  Criminal  Court  indictments  found  at 
the  sessions  for  London,  Middlesex,  &&,  for  any  offences  cognizable  by  virtue  of  that  act : — 

Sdd^  that  this  does  not  repeal  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c  29,  s.  53,  which  enacts  that  no  indictment 
for  bbtainine  money,  &c.,  by  false  pretences,  shall  be  removed  by  cerUorari  into  the  Court 
of  Queen's  fiench ;  but  that  it  authorizes  the  several  judges  there  specified  to  issue  writs, 
in  the  nature  of  writs  of  certiorari^  to  remove  indictments  for  any  offences  Uiere  cogniza- 
ble into  the  Central  Criminal  Court  from  the  sessions  there  mentioned. 

Doyle  moved  in  this  case,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  for  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  certiorari  under  the  Central  Criminal  Court  Act,  4  &  5 
Will.  4,  c.  36,  s.  16,*  to  remove  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money 
under  false  pretences,  which  had  been  preferred  and  found  at  the  Mid- 
dlesex sessions.  He  referred  to  The  Queen  v.  Bxier,  19  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  M.  C.  121. 

Metcalf  showed  cause  in  the  first  instance.  The  statute  7  &  8 
Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53,  takes  away  the  certiorari  in  the  case  of  an  indict* 
ment  for  obtaining  money  under  false  pretences,  and  this  is  an  attempt 
indirectly  to  infiringe  that  statute,  and  to  remove  the  indictment  into 
this  court  from  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  which  could  not  be  done 
directly.  The  express  enactment  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53, 
taking  away  the  certiorari,  cannot  be  considered  as  repealed  by  the 
general  words  in  section  16  of  the  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  36. 

Doyle,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  defendant  only  asks  that  this 
indictment  may  be  removed,  so  as  to  be  tried  before  the  judges  of  the 


1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  8.)M.  C.  214 ;  17  Jur.  22. 

s  This  section  enacts  "  That  it  shall  be  kwfol  for  his  majesty's  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
or  any  judge  thereof,  or  any  commissioner  of  o^er  and  terminer,  and^aol  delivery,  under 
this  act,  being  a  jud^  of  any  of  the  supenor  courts  at  Westminster,  or  the  chief 
judge  or  any  other  judge  of  we  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or  the  recorder  for  the  said 
city  of  London  for  the  time  being,  if  such  court,  ju<%e,  or  recorder  shall  think  pro- 
per, to  issue  any  writ  or  writs  of  certtorari^,  or  other  process,  directed  to  his  majesty's 
instices  of  the  peace  acting  in  and  for  the  cities  of  London  and  Westminster,  the  . 
liberty  of  the  lx>wer  of  London,  the  borough  of  Southwark,  and  the  counties  of  Mid- 
dlesex, Essex,  Kent,  and  Surrey,  or  either  of  them,  commanding  the  said  Justices  of 
the  peace,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  to  certify  and  return  into  the  said  Court  of  Oyer  and 
Tenniner,  and  gaoldeliyery,  indictments  or  presentments  found  or  taken  before  the  said 
justicea  of  the  ueace,  or  any  of  them,  of  any  offences  co^izable  by  Tirtue  of  this  act, 
and  the  several  recognizances,  examinations,  and  depositions  relative  to  such  indict- 
ments and  presentments,  so  that  Uie  same  offences  may  be  dealt  with,  tried,  and  deter- 
mined by  the  said  justices  and  judges  of  oyer  and  terminer  and  gaol  delivery,"  &c. 
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superior  courts  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court     The  16th  section  of 
the  4  &  5  Will  4,  c.  36,  clearly  entitles  the  party  to  apply  for  that. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Probably,  under  that  section,  what  should 
be  asked  for  is  not  strictly  a  certiorari,  which  would  remove  the  in- 
dictment here,  but  a  writ  in  the  nature  of  a  certiorari  to  transfer  the 
indictment  from  the  sessions  to  the  Central  Criminal  Court  As  the 
writ  of  certiorari  is  expressly  taken  away  by  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29, 
we  cannot  allow  it  to  issue,  but  we  may  order  the  indictment  to  be 
transferred  to  the  Central  Criminal  Court ;  and  this  order  we  make. 
It  is  difficult  to  say  absolutely  that  it  cannot  be  removed  further, 
because  we  cannot  remove  it  directly  into  this  court;  but  we  should 
be  slow  in  allowing  that  to  be  done  indirectly,  which  we  are  forbid- 
den to  do  directly. 

Coleridge,  f.  I  rather  think  the  16th  section  is  not  to  be  taken  as 
repealing  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  but  that  it  has  a  special  relation  to 
the  matters  cognizable  under  it,  and  merely  gives  power  to  issue  a 
special  writ  to  remove  the  indictment  into  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
without  bringing  it  into  this  court  at  all.  The  case  of  The  Queen  v. 
Brier  is  quite  a  different  case  from  the  present 

Erle,  J.,  concurred. 

Crompton,  J.  The  ordinary  writ  of  certiorari  can  hardly  be  meant 
by  the  16th  section,  as  the  power  to  issue  the  writ  or  process  under  it 
is  given  to  a  judge  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

Rule  granted  accordingly^ 


1  On  the  last  day  of  Trinity  term,  (June  12), 

Metcalf  moved  to  auash  the  rule  which  had  been  thus  granted,  and  to  remit  the  in- 
dictment to  the  Afiddlesex  sessions,  unless  it  were  immediately  removed  under  it  He 
stated  that  the  session  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court  would  commence  on  Monday  the 
14th  of  June,  and  that  if  the  prosecutor  was  not  able  to  try  at  that  session  he  would 
be  delayed. 
rCoLERiDGE,  J.  When  do  you  propose  to  have  cause  shown.] 
There  is  some  difficulty  as  to  that ;  but  probably,  under  the  circumstances,  the  court 
wofild  permit  cause  to  be  shown  at  chambers. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  application  appears  to  be  a  very  reasonable  one ;  but 
the  writ  was  only  granted  fire  days  ago,  and  there  is  no  such  palpable  dday  as  to  jus- 
tify us  departiuff  from  the  ordinary  course  by  directing  cause  to  be  shown  at  chambers- 
The  rule  nut,  therefore,  may  be  granted,  but  to  diow  cause  next  term. 
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Reoina  V.  The  Churchwardens,  &c.,  of  the  Township  of 

LONGWOOD.^ 
Jane  18,  1852. 

Poor  Rate  J  Liability  to  —  Waterworks  —  Occupation  by  CommiS' 
sioners —  Net  Value  —  Principle  of  Calculation. 

The  commissioners  of  the  Haddenfield  Waterworks,  under  two  private  acts  of  parliament, 
were  the  proprietors  of  reservoirs,  &c.  in  the  township  of  Longwood,  for  the  supply  of 
water  to  the  town  of  Hnddersfield,  and  to  secnre  a  sapply  of  water  to  certain  mill-owners 
and  occupiers  in  Longwood.  The  commissioners  were  hound  by  their  acts  to  furnish 
water  gratis  in  case  of  fire,  to  supply  it  at  \d.  per  100  gallons  for  watering  the  streets,  and 
to  the  consumers  at  certain  specified  rates  so  calculated  that  the  water  rents  were  not  in  any 
one  year,  after  payment  of  the  expenses,  to  exceed  7/.  10s.  per  cent  on  the  amount  whicn 
should  be  owing  by  the  commissioners  in  respect  of  the  loan  which  Uiey  were  empowered 
to  raise  on  mortgage  of  the  works  and  water  rents,  and  after  the  discharge  of  the  whole 
of  the  said  loan,  the  water  rents  were  to  be  reduced  so  as  merely  to  cover  current  expenses. 
The  commissioners  were  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  on  the  sum  of  490/.,  the  sessions 
finding  that  sum  to  be  the  estimated  net  ratable  value  of  all  the  reservoirs,  pipes,  and 
other  apparatus  in  Longwood,  taken  in  connection  with,  and  as  part  of  the  entire  works  in 
Longwood  and  Huddersfield,  being  made  up  of  300/.,  the  estimated  net  annual  value  of  all 
the  reservoirs,  and  190/.,  the  net  annual  value  of  the  pipes  and  other  apparatus  in  Long- 
wood.  The  sessions  also  found  that  a  tenant  of  the  entire  waterworks,  if  released  from 
the  restrictions  in  the  acts  of  parliament,  and  able  to  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  the 
amount  of  water  rents  and  rates,  might  calculate  with  reasonable  certainty,  on  a  gross 
revenue  of  2,000/.,  and  that,  after  deducting  800/.,  the  fair  average  of  the  current  annual 
expenses,  and  the  sum  of  1,100/.,  proved  and  admitted  to  be  a  proper  annual  deduction  for 
repaurs,  renovations,  and  tenant  profits,  the  residue  of  1,100/.  represented  the  net  ratable 
value  of  the  entire  works ;  but  Uiat  if  such  tenant  was  to  be  considered  as  subject  to  the 
restrictions  in  the  acts,  he  could  make  no  profit  dt  all :  — 

Hdd,  by  CoLEBiDOE,  J.,  that  substantially  the  consumers,  and  not  the  commissioners,  as  a 
separate  body,  were  the  occupiers  and  the  parties  rated,  and  that  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  water,  and  not  merely  the  water  rents,  constituted  the  value  of  the  occupation.  That 
the  restriction  imposed  by  the  acts  amounted  to  no  more  than  on  arrangement  between  the 
commissioners  and  consumers  as  one  body,  of  the  terms  upon  which  the  benefits  of  the 
occupation  were  to  be  enjoyed,  and  could  have  no  bearing  on  the  question  of  the  amount 
of  ratable  value  as  between  the  consumers  and  the  inhabitants  of  Longwood.  That, 
therefore,  assunung  the  sum  of  490/.,  to  be  the  proper  proportion  of  the  1,100/.,  which, 
according  to  the  above  finding  of  the  sessions  had  been  arrived  at  on  a  rieht  principle,  as 
the  net  ratable  value  of  the  entire  works,  the  commissioners  were  properly  rated  on  that 
amount  for  the  township  of  Longwood. 

Hdd^  by  Wiohtman,  J.,  and  Cromptok,  J.,  that  the  principle  put  in  the  finding  of  the  ses- 
sions of  a  tenant  released  from  restrictions,  and  at  liberty  to  charge  any  rates  he  pleased, 
did  not  furnish  the  proper  criterion  for  ascertaining  the  ratable  value  in  this  particular 
case;  but  as  no  other  ground  was  shown  for  altering  the  ratable  value  from  490/.,  that 
sum  must  be  taken  to  to  as  found  by  the  sessions,  the  proper  proportion  of  ratable  value. 

On  an  appeal,  by  the  commissioners  of  the  Huddersfield  Water- 
works, against  a  rate  made,  on  or  about  the  30th  of  March,  1850,  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Longwood,  in  the  West 
Riding  of  Yorkshire,  in  which  the  said  commissioners  were^  rated  at 
the  sura  of  1,010/.,  for  and  in  respect  of  certain  reservoirs,  banks,  pipes, 
lands,  and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  said  township  of  Longwood, 
the  sessions  held  at  Pontefiract,  in  the  said  riding,  in  April,  1851, 
allowed  the  appeal  and  reduced  the  rate  to  490/.,  subject  to  the  opi- 
nion of  this  court 


1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  215. 
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The  said  commissioners  are  occupiers  of  the  above-mentioned  lands 
and  hereditaments,  upon  part  of  which  the  said  reservoir  and  pipes 
are  constructed  and  laid.  The  commissioners  purchased  the  said 
lands,  and  constructed  the  said  reservoirs  and  pipes  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  an  act  of  parliament  passed  in  the  7th  and  8th  years  of  the 
reign  of  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  act  for  supplying  with 
water  the  town  and  neighborhood  of  Huddersfield,  in  the  West  Ri- 
ding of  the  county  of  York."  This  act  was  enlarged  by  another  act, 
passed  in  the  8th  and  9th  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty, 
Queen  Victoria,  intituled  "  An  act  to  alter,  enlarge,  and  amend  an 
act  for  supplying  with  water  the  town  land  neighborhood  of  Hud- 
dersfield,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York."  After  the 
passing  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  84,  and  before  the  passing  of  the  said 
act  of  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  70,  two  reservoirs,  one  for  the  supply  of 
water  to  the  town  of  Huddersfield,  and  the  other  as  a  compensation 
reservoir  to  prevent  injury  to  certain  owners  and  occupiers  of  mills  in 
Longwood,  were  constructed  on  part  of  the  lands  in  Longwood,  so 
purchased  and  occupied  by  the  said  commissioners,  of  the  dimensions, 
in  the  manner,  under  the  powers  and  provisions,  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  and  restrictions  contained  in  the  7  &  8  G«o.  4,  c.  84,  and 
which  two  reservoirs  have  respectively  been  used  ever  since  their  con- 
struction until  the  passing  of  the  above-mentioned  act  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  70,  in  the  manner  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and  restric- 
tions, and  in  strict  conformity  with  the  powers  mentioned  and  con- 
tained in  the  said  statute  of  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  84/  And  since  the 
passing  of  the  act,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  70,  the  commissioners  have  con- 
structed another  reservoir  in  Longwood,  and  also  occupied  the  same 
in  manner  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and  restrictions,  and  in  strict 
conformity  with  the  powers  mentioned  and  contained  in  both  the 
above-mentioned  statutes,  as  far  as  the  same  are  respectively  appli- 
cable. The  commissioners  appointed  under  the  above  ac^  have 
borrowed,  under  the  powers  thereby  given  to  them,  moitey  amounting 
to  20,000/.,  and  have  laid  down  pipes  and  other  conveniences  in  Long- 
wood  for  conveying  water  to  the  township  of  Huddersfield,  by  means 
of  which  a  constant  and  ample  supply  of  water  has  been  ahd  is  pro- 
vided under  the  said  ac&  to  the  said  township  of  Huddersfield.  The 
commissioners  have  received  the  rents,  which  by  their  said  acts  they 
have  been,  from  time  to  time,  entitled  to  demand  for  s«ch  supply  of 
water  to  the  said  township  of  Huddersfield ;  and  the  commissioners 
have  from  time  to  time  Applied  the  rents  so  received  to  the  purposes 
of  the  said  acts,  and  the  said  water  rents  have  been  jreduced  by  the 
commissioners  to  one  half  the  amount  which  was  originally  charged 
by  them  for  such  supply  of  water,  by  authority  of  the  said  acts  to  the 
said  township  of  Huddersfield.  The  compensation  clauses,  which 
were  inserted  in  the  said  acts  to  prevent  injury  to  individual  owners 
and  occupiers  of  mills  in  Longwood,  have  been  strictly  observed  and 
fulfilled  by  the  commissioners,  and  the  compensation  reservoir  has 
been  made  by  them  as  aforesaid  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  said 
owners  and  occupiers  of  mill  property  in  Longwood,  and  has  been 
used  by  them  accordingly  on  part  of  the  land,  for  the  occupation 
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of  which  the  commissioners  are  now  rated,  by  which  the  said  mill 
property  and  the  said  mill  owners  have  been  protected  from  injury. 
The  said  mill  owners  obtaining  water  or  deriving  benefit  from  the 
said  compensation  reservoir  do  not  pay,  nor  have  they  ever  paid,  any 
rent  or  consideration  in  money,  or  otherwise,  to  the  said  commission* 
ers ;  every  thing  required  to  be  done,  observed,  or  performed,  by  the 
said  commissioners  by  the  above  acts  of  parliament,  or  either  of  them, 
either  for  the  reservation  of  the  rights  of  the  inhabitants  of  Longwood, 
or  other  parties  mentioned  in  the  said  acts,  or  either  of  them^  or  for 
any  other  purpose  whatever,  has  ^been  done,  observed,  and  performed 
by  the  said  commissioners.  The  works  bring  no  water  to  Longwood, 
bat  they  detain  water  in  that  township  in  winter,  and  the  supply  ot 
water  to  Longwood  has  not  been  interrupted  since  the  passing  of  the 
above  acts,  or  of  either  of  them.  The  said  owners  of  mill  property  in 
Longwood  have  been  benefited  by  the  works  made  under  the  said 
acts.  The  sessions  also  found :  first,  that  the  above  sum  of  4902.  is 
the  estimated  net  ratable  value  per  annum,  of  all  the  reservours,  pipes, 
and  other  apparatus  of  the  company  in  Longwood,  taken  in  connec- 
tion and  as  part  of  the  entire  waterworks  in  Longwood  and  Hud- 
dersfield ;  and  that  the  amount  is  made  up  of  the  sum  of  3002.,  being 
the  net  annual  value,  which  the  sessions  assigned  to  the  reservoirs, 
and  the  sum  of  190/.,  being  the  net  annual  value  of  the  pipes  and 
other  apparatus  in  Longwood,  as  shown  by  the  appellants  and  found 
by  the  sessions.  Second,  that  if  the  whole  works  in  Longwood  ought 
to  be  assessed  at  their  intrinsic  value  in  that  township,  and  with 
reference  to  the  profit  that  could  be  derived  from  them  in  Longwood 
alone,  without  taking  into  account  their  connection  with  the  works  in 
Huddersfield,  then  their  net  ratable  value  ought  to  stand  at  150/.,  and 
no  more.  Thirdly,  that  a  yearly  tenant  of  the  entire  waterworks,  if 
released  from  the  restrictions  contained  in  the  commissioners'  act  of 
parliament,  and  able  to  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  the  amount  of 
water  rents  and  rates,  might  calculate  with  reasonable  certainty  on  a 
gross  revenue  of  3,000/.  from  the  works,  and  that,  after  deducting  the 
sum  of  800/.,  which  the  sessions  considered  to  be  the  fair  average  of 
the  current  annual  expenses  allowable  under  the  circumstances,  and 
the  sura  of  1,100/.,  which  was  proved  and  admitted  by  the  respon- 
dents to  be  a  proper  annual  deduction  in  respect  of  repairs,  renova- 
tions, and  tenants'  profits,  the  residue  of  1,100/.  represents  the  net 
ratable  value  per  annum  of  the  entire  works.  Fourthly,  that  if  such 
yearly  tenant  is  to  be  considered  as  subject  to  the  resmctions  in  the 
act,  he  could  make  no  profit  at  all  by  his  tenancy.  Fifthly,  that  the 
total  outlay  of  the  commissioners  in  Longwood  has  been  115-189th 
parts  of  the  entire  outlay  in  the  two  townships ;  that  the  present  actual 
value  of  the  respective  works  in  the  two  townships  may  be  assumed 
for  the  purposes  of  this  case  to  be  equal ;  that  the  area  occupied  by 
the  reservoirs  and  the  apparatus  (consisting  of  mains  and  pipes)  in 
Longwood,  is  twenty-eight  acres  and  a  quarter,  out  of  which  the  reser- 
voirs comprise  twenty-seven  acres  and  the  apparatus  one  and  a  quar- 
ter acres,  and  the  area  occupied  by  the  like  apparatus  in  Huddersfield 
is  seven  acres ;  that  the  length  of  the  apparatus  of  ^hains  and  pipes 
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in  Longwood  is  to  the  length  of  the  like  in  Huddersfield,  in  the  pro- 
portion of  five  to  twenty-six ;  thence  it  follows,  that  if  the  total  net 
annual  value  be  apportioned  in  the  ratio  of  the  outlay,  the  ratable 
value  of  the  whole  works  in  Longwood  will  be  660/.  and  a  firaction. 
If  it  be  apportioned  in  the  ratio  of  the  actual  value  of  the  respective 
works  in  the  two  townships,  the  ratable  value  of  the  works  in  Long- 
wood  will  be  650/. ;  if  it  be  apportioned  in  the  ratio  of  the  area  or 
acreage  occupied  by  the  whole  works,  the  ratable  value  of  the  works 
in  Longwood  will  be  880/.  and  a  fraction.  Sixthly,  if  the  reservoirs 
be  rated  separately  at  the  value  specified  above,  and  deducted  from 
the  total  net  value  of  the  entire  works  as  found  above,  and  the  resi- 
dbe  be  apportioned  in  the  ratio  either  of  area  or  the  lengths  of  the 
apparatus  in  the  respective  townships,  then  the  net  ratable  value  of 
the  whole  works  in  Longwood  will,  on  the  first  supposition,  be  441/, 
and  a  firaction.  If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  ratable  value  of  the  property  and  works  of  the  said  commis- 
sioners in  Longwood  should  be  fixed  at  either  of  the  other  sums  so 
found  by  the  sessions  as  above-mentioned,  the  said  sum  of  490/.  is  to 
be  altered  to  such  sum  as  this  court  may  decide  to  be  such  ratable 
value,  and  the  judgment  of  the  sessions  to  be  altered  accordingly.  If 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  sum  of 
490/.  is  the  proper  ratable  value  of  the  property  and  works  of  the  said 
commissioners  in  Longwood,  the  judgment  of  the  sessions  to  stand 
confirmed. 

The  case  was  argued  (April  24),  by 
Pashley  and  Overendy  for  the  appellants. 

Hall  and  Pickerings  for  the  respondents. 

They  referred  to  The  Queen  v.  The  Churchwardens  and  Overseers 
of  Mile  End  Old  Town,  10  Q.  B.  Rep.  208 ;  s.  c.  16  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  M.  C.  184 ;  The  Queen  v.  The  Churchwardens  and  Overseers 
of  the  Township  of  Longwood,  13  Ibid.  116 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  M.  C.  65 ;  The  Queen  v.  Kentmere,  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M. 
C.  13 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  435 ;  The  Queen  v.  The  Great  Western  kail- 
way  Company,  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  JVf.  C.  81;  s.  c.  9  Eng.  Rep. 
292. 

Cur.  adv.  .vuU.^ 

The  judgment  of  the  court*  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Coleridge,  J.  In  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  my  brothers 
Wightman,  Crompton,  and  myself,  the  question  was  upon  the  amount 


1  The  substantial  points  of  the  arguments  will  be  found  referred  to  in  the  judgment. 
The  material  sections  of  the  local  acts  are  set  out  in  -the  report  of  The  Q^een  ▼.  The 
Churchtoardens  of  Lonmoood,  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  S.)  M.  C.  65. 

<  CoLERiooE,  J.,  WiOHTMAN,  J.,  and  Crompton,  J.  LoRO  Cahpbbix,  C.  J., 
was  sitting  in  the  couit  for  crown  cases  reserved. 
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at  which  the  commissioners  of  the  Haddersfield  Waterworks  ought  to 
berated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  Longwood,  as  the  occupiers  of  cer* 
tain  reservoirs,  banks,  pipes,  lands,  and*  hereditaments  situate  in  the 
latter  township,  and  the  sessions  have  found  that  490^  is  the  esti- 
mated net  ratable  value  per  annum  of  the  premises  above-mentioned, 
taken  in  connection  with,  and  as  part  of  the  entire  waterworks  in 
Longwood  and  Huddersfield.  It  was  conceded  in  the  argument  for 
the  respondents  that  the  rate  must  stand  at  that  amount  (with  which 
the  appellants  were  contented),  unless  they  could  show  it  ought  to 
stand  at  a  higher ;  and  they  contended  that  this  was  shown  upon  the 
following  finding  of  the  sessions :  —  that  a  yearly  tenant  of  the  entire 
waterworks,  if  released  firom  the  restrictions  contained  in  1;he  com- 
missioners' acts  of  parliament,  and  able  to  exercise  his  discretion  as 
to  the  amount  of  water  ]:ents  and  rates,  might  calculate  on  a  gross 
revenue  of  3,0002.  from  the  works,  which,  after  making  the  proper 
allowances  and  deduqj^ons  would  leave  the  sum  of  1,100/.  as  the  net 
ratable  value  of  the  entire  works.  The  sessions  having  found  this, 
the  respondents  insisted  that,  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  true  ratable 
value,  a  tenancy  must  be  supposed,  unfettered  by  the  statutory  re- 
strictions above  alluded  to.  These,  I  understand  to  be  the  obligation 
to  furnish  water  gratis  in  case  of  fire,  to  supply  it  at  Id.  per  hundred 
gallons  for  watering  the  streets,  and  to  the  consumers  at  certain  spe- 
cified rates,  so  calculated  that  the  amount  of  the  water  rent  is  not  in 
any  one  year  after  payment  of  the  expenses  to  exceed  1\L  per  cent., 
on  the  amount  of  the  debt  which  should  be  owing.  The  effect  of 
which  will  be,  that  when  the  debt  is  extinguished  th&  rent  is  only  to 
be  equal  to  the  expenses.  The  cases  mainly  relied  on  and  from 
which  I  think  the  principles  are  to  be  gathered  by  which  the  ques- 
tion before  us  must  be  decided,  are  The  Queen  v.  Longwood  and  The 
Queen  v.  Kentmere.  In  the  former  case,  which  related  to  the  same 
appellants,  and  in  which  the  preliminary  facts  were  stated  in  the  very 
same  words  as  those  now  used,  the  only  point  decided  was  the  rat- 
ability of  the  commissioners ;  but  the  court  came  to  that  conclusion 
in  this  way :  —  "If  private  speculators  (say  they)  had  invested  capi- 
tal for  a  supply  of  water  at  a  profit,  and  had  so  become  the  occupiers 
of  the  premises  in  question  at  Longwood,  they  would  have  become 
ratable  —  The  Queen  v.  Mile  End  Old  Town^ — and  the  money  paid 
for  the  rate  would  be  part  of  the  costs  of  the  supply,  and  would  fall 
on  the  consumer.  The  private  acts  enable  a  portion  of  the  inhabit- 
ants, by  commissioners,  to  obtain  the  supply  without  the,intervention 
of  a  water  company.  But  as  far  as  respects  the  rights  of  other  town- 
ships, this  portion  of  the  inhabitants,  by  their  commissioners,  stand 
in  the  position  of  an  ordinary  water  company,  and  have  no  greater 
right  to  exempt  from  ratability  a  portion  of  land  in  Longwood,  and 
so  to  obtain  water  at  a  less  cost  than  such  a  company  would  have 
had."  The  court,  therefore,  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  com- 
missioners were  ratable  at  all,  by  considering  them  as  the  represent- 
atives of  the  trustees  for,  and  identical  in  interest  with,  a  certain 
portion  of  the  inhabitants  of  Huddersfield,  and  not  merely  as  public 
officers  acting  for  the  public,  and  having  no  interest,  but  as  members 
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of  the  public    In  The  Queen  v.  Kentmere  this  view  was  adopted, 
and  the  ratability  of  the  commissioners  there  was  also  established: 

These  cases  appear  to  me  to  have  been  decided  with  great  proprie* 
ty,  and  I  think  they  ought  to  govern  our  decision  as  to  the  question 
immediately  before  us.  It  is  contended  that  the  measure  of  rata-^ 
biUty  is  the  amount  of  rents  which  the  commissioners  in  fact  receive* 
from  the  consumers  of  the  water  supplied,  restricted  as  they  are  by 
the  private  acts,  and  consequently  it  must  be  contended  that  when  aU 
the  outstanding  incumbrances  are  paid  off,  and  these  rents  are,  under 
section  74,  reduced  so  as  merely  to  cover  the  current  expenses,  there 
wiU  be  nothing  on  which  to  rate  at  all ;  and  this  might  be  true  if  the 
commissioners  were,  like  a  water  company,  a  body  separate  in  inter- 
est from  the  consumers,  and,  being  so,  were  also  occupying  a  property 
which  the  legislature  had  made  wholly  unproductive  of  profit  to  them ; 
whether  that  unproductiveness  were  the  result  of  inherent  and  natural 
causes  or  of  an  act  of  the  legislature,  the  san^  consequences  might 
follow,  the  subject-matter  of  the  rate  would  de  facto  have  been  limited 
in  the  first  instance,  and  gradually  have  ceased  to  exist ;  but  then  the 
inhabitants  of  Longwood  would  have  had  reason  to  complain  that  a 
portion  of  ratable  property  had  been  withdrawn  from  contribution 
to  their  poor-rates  for  the  benefit  of  certain  inhabitants  of  Hudders- 
field.  This,  however,  is  prevented  by  looking  at  the  commissioners 
and  consumers  as  one  body,  trustees  and  cestuis  que  trust  as  it  were,  and 
when  they  are  so  considered,  the  restricting  clauses  become  no  more 
than  an  arrangement  between  themselves  as  to  the  terms  on  wliich  the 
latter  wiU  enjoy  the  benefits  flowing  from  the  occupation  of  the  land. 
These  benefits  are  the  supply  of  water  for  the  various  purposes  enu- 
merated in  the  act,  and  these  arrangements  have  no  bearing  whatever 
on  the  question  of  ratable  value  as  between  themselves  and  the 
inhabitants  of  Longwood.  If  some  munificent  person  should  provide 
a  fund  to  bear  the  whole  expense  of  the  works,  so  that  the  commis- 
sioners were  to  supply  the  water  gratis  to  the  consumers,  it  could  not 
be  contended  that  thereby  the  occupation  had  ceased  to  be  beneficial 
or  the  occupiers  not  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  it,  the  fruits  of 
the  land  would  still  be  the  water  supplied,  and  consumers  occupying 
through  the  commissioners  must,  through  them,  be  rated  as  before. 

The  sessions  find  that  if  the  supposed  yearly  tenant  be  to  be  con- 
sidered as  subject  to  the  restrictions  in  the  act,  he  could  make  no 
profit  at  all  by  his  tenancy ;  and  that  is  true,  for  substantially  he 
could  only  receive  such  a  return  from  the  consumers  as  would  be 
exactly  equivalent  to  his  outlay ;  and  this  seems  to  me  to  show  that 
these  restrictions  can  have  no  bearing  on  the  question  of  the  amount 
of  the  rate.  It  is  said,  that  to  discard  the  consideration  of  them  is 
to  make  the  commissioners  pay,  not  on  their  actual  receipts,  but  on 
imaginary  ones,  which  they  might  under  other  circumstances  receive. 
The  answer  is,  that  in  substance  the  commissioners  are  not  the  occu- 
piers, nor  the  parties  rated ;  nor  do  the  water  rents  represent  the 
ratable  value  of  the  land ;  the  consumers  are  the  occupiers  really  ; 
they  are  really  rated,  {.  e.  they  pay  the  rate ;  and  the  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  water  constitutes  the  ratable  value.    I  feel,  therefore, 


I 


COURT  OF   QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852.  143 

Begina  v.  The  ChorchimideiiB,  &c^  of  Longwood. 


I  confess,  no  difficulty  on  the  question  raised  by  the  third  and  fourth 
findings  of  the  sessions ;  the  two  cases  cited  seem  to  me  to  have 
concluded  the  court  on  this  point,  and  to  have  decided  it  rightly ; 
and,  as  to  the  suggestion  which  has  been  made  that  the  commissioners 
should  pay  as  an  ordinary  water  company  would  pay,  subject  to  the 
ordinary  restrictions  of  a  water  company,  the  answer  seems  to  me 
be  :  first,  they  are  not  an  ordinary  water  company,  but  an  invention 
to  avoid  the  necessity  of  a  water  company,  and  so  to  escape  the  pay- 
ment of  such  prices  as  an  ordinary  water  company,  or  any  third  party 
supplying  water  to  customers,  would  require ;  secondly,  I  am  not 
aware  that  the  law  imposes,  or  that  the  court  can  take  notice  of  any 
restrictions  on  ordinary  water  companies.  For  myself,  I  really  do  not 
know  nor  does  the  case  find  what  they  are.  But  when  I  come  to 
determine  the  specific  question,  whether  the  rate  is  to  stand  490/.,  or 
any  thing  higher,  I  feel  a  difficulty,  because  it  is  not  stated  on  what 
principle  the  first  sum  is  arrived  at.  It  is  stated  to  be  *Hhe  estimated 
net  ratable  value  per  annum ; "  if  so,  of  course  it  is  the  right  sum. 
On  the  principle  stated  in  the  third  finding,  1,100/.  is  made  to  repre- 
sent the  net  ratable  value  per  annum  of  the  entire  works  in  Long- 
wood  and  Huddersfield;  iif*490/.  be  the  proportion  of  the  1,100/., 
which  the  sessions  attribute  to  Longwood,  then  490/.  is  the  right  sum, 
and  has  been  arrived  at  on  a  right  principle ;  at  least  the  whole  sum 
of  1,100/.  has  been  arrived  at  on  a  right  principle,  and  whether  the 
proportions  of  the  two  townships  are  accurately  struck  in  amount  we 
have  no  means  of  ascertaining,  and  are  not  called  on  to  ascertain. 
As  the  490/.  may  be  what  the  sessions  have  taken  as  the  right  pro- 
portion of  the  1,100/.,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  assume  that  it  is ;  and 
on  this  ground  I  am  of  opinion  for  the  appellants  that  the  rate  ought 
to  stand  at  that  sum. 

My  brothers,  Wightman  and  Crompton,  arrive  at  the  same  conclu- 
sion on  somewhat  different  grounds ;  they  do  not  think  the  case  put 
by  the  sessions,  of  a  tenant  who  may  charge  any  rates  he  pleases,  can 
'furnish  the  proper  criterion  for  the  amount  of  a  rate,  in  respect  of 
property  of  this  peculiar  description,  which  could  have  no  existence 
in  the  hands  of  a  tenant  or  ordinary  water  company,  without  some 
legislative  restriction  as  to  the  amount  of  rates,  and  they  think  that  a 
fictitious  and  impossible  valu^  would  be  put  upon  the  land  by  suppo- 
sing the  case  of  a  water  company  or  tenant,  able  to  put  their  own 
price  upon  the  water  supplied,  as  no  such  company  or  tenant  could 
obtain  powers  necessary  for  such  an  undertaking,  without  some  legis- 
lative restriction  as  to  the  price  of  the  water  to  be  supplied.  Not 
being  satisfied  with  the  criterion  suggested  in  the  third  finding  of  the 
sessions,  they  concur  with  me  in  thinking  that  the  rate  must  stand  at 
490/.,  the  sum  which  was  to  be  taken  as  the  proper  amount,  if  the 
respondents  failed  in  establishing  the  principle  for  which  they  con- 
tended. 

Order  of  sessions  confirmed. 
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Begina  v.  Major.^ 

May  27,  1852. 

Perjury —  Costs  of  Prosecutor — Party  grieved  or  injured. 

Where  a  defendant  was  convicted  on  an  indictment  for  petjoryi  in  an  affidavit,  removed  bj 
himself  by  certiorari  into  the  Court  of  Queen^a  Bench,  the  prosecators  were  held  entitled 
to  costs  under  the  statute  5  &  6  W.  &  M.  c.  11,  as  *'  parties  aggrieved  or  injured,"  although 
the  false  swearing  failed  of  its  effect  and  the  prosecutors  were  only  interested  as  executors 
in  the  suit  in  which  the  false  affidavit  was  made.  ^ 

This  was  an  application  to  set  aside  a  rule  for  the  taxation  of  costs 
of  a  prosecution  for  peijury. 

The  defendant  had  been  indicted  for  penury,  in  an  affidavit  in  chan- 
cery, relating  to  a  claim  for  money  alleged  to  be  due  from  him  to  the 
estate  of  a  deceased  person,  in  which  the  prosecutors  were  interested 
as  executors.  The  false  affidavit  did  not  obtain  effect  in  chancery. 
The  indictment,  which  was  originally  in  the  Central  Criminal  Court, 
had  been  removed  into  this  court  by  the  defendant  by  certiorari.  The 
defendant  was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  imprisonment.  A  side- 
bar rule,  to  tax  the  costs  of  the  prosecution,  had  been  obtained. 

Willes^  in  support  of  the  application.  The  prosecutors  are  not 
entitled  to  costs.  The  statute  5  &  6  W.  &  M.  c.  11,  s.  3,  contemplates 
the  giving  costs  to  the  prosecutors  only  if  he  be  the  party  "  grieved  or 
injured."  As  the  perjury  was  ineffectual,  the  prosecutors  were  not 
parties  grieved  or  injured.  The  King  v.  Ingleton^  1  Wils.  139,  is  in 
point,  and  shows  that  the  attempt  to  injure  does  not  entitle  to  costs. 

WioHTMAN,  J.  That  case  does  not  seem  to  me  to  apply.  If  the 
peijury  has  been  completed,  and  may  have  causefd  damage  to  the 
prosecutors,  I  think  it  sufficient.  This  state  of  facts  is  very  common, 
but  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  ever  been  questioifed  but  that  the 
prosecutors  are  entitled  to  costs  under  such  circumstances.  The  false 
affidavit  put  an  obstruction  in  their  way  which  they  are  compelled  to 
remove. 

Rule  refused. 


1  21  Law  J.  Sep.  {v.  s.)  M.  C.  221. 
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Beoina  V.  The  Overseers  of  Salford.^ 

May  29,  1852. 

Certiorari —  3  4*  4  VicL  c.  61, 5.  2  —  Beer  License  —  Board  of  Inlana 

Revenue  —  Overseers,  Certificate  of, 

A  license  for  the  sale  of  beer,  granted  by  the  solicitor  of  excise,  without  the  production  of  a 
certificate  from  the  overseer,  required  by  3  &  4  Vict  c  61,  8.  2,  is  not  a  judicial  act  rcmo- 
yable  into  this  court  by  certiorari. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  board  of  inland  revenue  to  show 
cause  why  a  license  for  the  sale  of  beer,  granted  by  a  collector  or  su- 
pervisor of  excise  to  one  Hague,  in  the  borough  of  Salford,  which  had 
been  brought  up  by  certiorari,  should  not  be  quashed,  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  been  granted  without  the  production  of  the  certificate  of 
the  overseer  required  by  the  3  &  4  Vict  c.  61,  s.  2. 

F.  Thesiger,  Attorney^  General,  fwith  whom  were  F.  Kelly,  Soli- 
cilor-Oeneral,  W.  IL  Watson  ana  Welsby),  showed  cause.  This  li- 
cense is  not  a  judicial  proceeding ;  and  no  certiorari,  therefore,  will 
lie.     He  was  then  stopped  by  the  court,  who  called  on 

Pashley  and  R,  Hall,  to  support  the  rule.  A  certiorari  clearly  lies 
according  to  the  decision  of  this  court  in  The  Queen  v.  Kensington, 
12  Q.  B.  Rep.  654 ;  s,  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  332.  The  grant- 
ing  a  certificate  under  the  3  &  4  Vict  c.  61,  s.  2,  is  not  compulsory 
on,  but  discretionary  with,  the  overseers,  and  they  may,  as  they  think 
fit,  concede  or  refuse  it  If,  therefore,  the  board  of  inland  revenue 
choose  to  give  a  license  without  requiring  a  previous  certificate,  they 
usurp  the  discretion  of  the  overseers  and  assume  the  right  of  disput- 
ing the  decision  of  those  in  whom  the  legislature  have  placed  the 
right  of  judging. 

[Crompton,  J.  You  must  show  that  they  perform  some  judicial 
act  The  license  is  granted  by  the  collector  or  supervisor.  Is  he  a 
judicial  officer  ?] 

He  acts  under  the  direction  of  the  board  of  inland  revenue.  They 
claim  to  exercise  a  discretion,  and  wherever  a  discretion  is  exercised, 
it  is  a  judicial  act,  although  the  jurisdiction  may  not  be  contentious. 
The  authority  in  this  case  is  conferred  by  statute,  and  its  exercise 
may  be  reviewed  by  this  court  County  rates,  orders  of  Quarter  Ses- 
sions, regulating  the  scale  of  fees  to  be  taken  by  a  clerk  of  the  peace 
for  a  county,  ( The  Queen  v.  Kensington,)  recognizances,  the  exami- 
nation of  witnesses  before  justices,  under  1&2  Ph.  &  M.  c.  13,  orders 
of  church  building  commissioners  for  the  stopping  up  of  a  pathway 
in  a  churchyard,  ( The  Queen  v.  Arkwrighi,  12  Q.  B.  Rep.  960 ;  s.  c. 
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18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  26,)  have  all  been  deemed  judicial  acts. 
and  removable  into  this  court  by  certiorari. 

Coleridge,  J.^  We  are  not  called  on  to  determine  the  extent  oi 
nature  of  the  powers  given  to  overseers  by  the  3  &  4  Vict  c.  61,  s.  2 
It  may  be  that  they  are  possessed  of  a  jucucial  authority  which  is  not 
subjected  to  revision  by  the  supervisor  or  the  board  of  inland  reve- 
nue, and  certainly  I  do  not  hold  the  superintendence  of  the  overseers' 
in  this  matter  lightly ;  but  the  simple  question  is,  whether  the  certio- 
rari was  properly  issued ;  whether  the  license  is  a  judicial  act  over 
which  we  have  an  authority,  and  I  think  clearly  that  we  have  not 
The  document  in  question  is  not  more  or  less  strong  by  reason  of  any 
thing  that  the  board  of  inland  revenue  may  have  done,  because 
there  is  an  original  authority  in  the  collector  and  supervisor  of  excise 
to  grant  such  a  license.  It  is  natural  that  he  should,  in  such  a  case, 
apply  for  and  receive  instructions  from  the  board  above ;  but  the  docu- 
ment still  proceeds  from  him.  The  dry  question,  then,  is,  does  he 
exercise  a  judicial  authority  in  granting  the  license  ?  The  license  for 
want  of  the  performance  of  a  condition  precedent,  namely,  the  pro- 
duction of  the  overseers*  certificate  in  pursuance  of  the  3  &  4  Vict 
c.  61,  8.  2,  may  be  no  license  at  all ;  and,  if  so,  the  person  who  acts 
under  it  may  be  proceeded  against  for  a  penalty  under  section  13 ; 
and  that  would  bring  the  question  before  the  court.  As  to  that,  how- 
ever, I  say  nothing ;  but  if  we  were  to  hold  this  to  be  a  judicial  act, 
liable  to  be  brought  up  by  certioraH^  we  should  be  opening  the  door 
to  numerous  applications,  and  so  interfere  with  the  acts  of  inferior 
officers  as  to  lead  to  great  mischief.  Nothing  in  fact  could  be  done 
under  a  parliamentary  authority  which  might  not  be  subject  to  revi- 
sion in  this  court  The  cases  cited  are  manifestly  distinguishable. 
The  county  rate  is  made  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  assembled 
and  acting  as  a  court,  and  exercising  its  judgment  as  to  the  necessary 
amount  and  other  matters.  In  the  examination  of  witnesses  under 
the  statute  of  Philip  and  Mary,  and  the  more  recent  acts,  the  justice 
of  the  peace,  though  conducting  a  preliminary  inquiry  is  also  acting 
as  a  judge.  So  the  church  building  commissioners,  although  not  act- 
ing as  a  judicial  body,  were  invested  with  judicial  powers  in  the  mat- 
ter in  question,  they  hold  an  inquiry,  and  hear  objections ;  and  their 
order,  stopping  a  footpath  through  a  churchyard,  is  clearly  judicial, 
like  the  order  of  justices  for  stopping  footpaths,  and  even  more  so, 
because  in  the  former  case  there  is  no  appeal.  But  the  act  of  a  col- 
lector or  supervisor  of  excise  in  granting  a  license  is  of  a  totally  dif- 
ferent character. 

Crompton,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Assuming  that  the 
board  of  inland  revenue  were  wrong,  and  directed  the  officer  to  do 
an  illegal  act,  and  that  he  exceeded  hJs  authority  in  granting  this 
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license ;  his  aetibg  upon  that  order  is  not  a  judicial  proceeding,  and, 
therefore,  ought  not  to  have  been  removed  by  certiorari. 

F.  Thesiffer  then  applied  for  costs. 

CoLEBiDOE,  J.  The  Master  of  the  Crown  Office  informs  us  that 
there  is  no  rule  or  practice  against  giving  costs ;  and,  this  application 
is  an  experiment  Therefore,  we  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged, 
with  costs. 

Rule  to  quash  the  license  dischargeclj  wiih  costSy  and  the  license  sent 
back  bi  procedendo. 


Regina  v.  Scaife  and  others.^ 

Jane  10,  1852. 

Practice  —  Judge  at  Chambers  —  Jurisdiction — Writ  of  Procedendo. 

A  judge  at  chamben  ha9  jorudickion  to  make  an  order  for  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  procedendo 
to  send  back  proceedings  remoTed  by  certiorari  from  an  inferior  court,  and  it  is  a  matter 
for  the  discretion  of  the  judge  whether  or  not  a  summons  to  show  cause  should  not  in  the 
first  instance  be  granted. 

In  thb  case  an  indictment  for  robbery  from  the  person,  with  vio- 
lence, had  been  preferred  and  found  at  the  Hull  Borough  Sessions. 
It  was  afterwards  removed  by  certiorari  into  this  court,  and  tried,  at 
the  York  spring  assizes,  1851,  before  Cresswell,  J.,  when  a  verdict  of 
guilty  was  returned.  In  Trinity  term  following,  a  rule  for  a  new  trial 
was  made  absolute  by  this  court,  and  the  case  was  again  taken  down 
for  trial  at  the  next  assizes,  before  Piatt,  B.,  at  the  instance  of  the 
prisoners ;  but  the  learned  judge,  upon  an  application  being  made  on 
the  part  of  the  prosecution,  postponed  the  mal  until  the  following 
assizes.  At  the  last  spring  assizes  two  of  the  parties  indicted  applied 
to  be  tried,  but  it  appeared  that  the  record  had  not  been  re-sealed,  and 
the  learned  judge  ( Alderson,  B.),  thereupon  refused  to  try  the  parties. 
Subsequently,  the  prosecutor,  without  notice,  to  the  parties  indicted, 
applied  to  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  chambers,  and  obtained,  without  sum- 
mons, on  the  26th  of  March,  an  order  for  a  writ  of  procedendo j  under 
which  the  indictment  was  sent  back  to  the  Hull  Quarter  Sessions, 
where  the  prisoners  were  soon  after  tried,  convicted,  and  sentenced  to 
ten  years'  transportation,  the  trial  being  obiected  to  at  the  time  on 
behalf  of  the  prisoners,  on  the  ground  that  they  were  not  prepared. 

Dearsley  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  writ  of  proce- 
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dendo  and  all  subsequent  proceedings.  The  lord  chief  baron,  sittiog 
as  a  single  judge,  at  chambers,  had  no  power  to  make  the  order  for 
the  procedendo.    There  is  no  power  at  common  law  to  send  back 

{roceedings  once  removed  and  entered  of  record  in  this  court.  4  Co. 
nst.  73 ;  ITie  Kifig  v.  Wakefield,  1  Burr.  485 ;  The  Sing  v.  Clace,  4  Burr. 
2456.  The  power  is  given  by  the  6  Hen.  8,  a  6,  but  only  to  the  "jus- 
tices of  the  King's  Bench,"  and,  therefore,  only  to  the  full  court.  He 
referred  to  2  Chitty's  Arch.  Prac.  1432,  and  cases  there  cited. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  Master  of  the  Crown  Office  reports  to  us  that 
it  has  been  the  course  and  practice  of  this  court  for  a  single  judge  of 
the  court  at  chambers  to  order  a  procedendo  to  issue ;  and  if  so,  by  the 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  the  same  power  is  given  to  a  judge  of  one  of  the 
other  superior  courts.] 

Supposing  the  jurisdiction  to  exist,  another  objection  is,  that  the 
writ  ought  only  to  have  been  issued  upon  a  summons,  calling  upon 
the  parties  to  show  cause.  In  the  full  court  it  would  have  been  done 
upon  a  rule  to  show  cause. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Surely  that  objection  ought  to  have  been 
made  long  ago.     It  is  in  our  discretion  to  grant  a  rule  absolute  here.] 

It  had  the  effect  of  taking  the  parties  by  surprise,  and  depriving 
them  of  a  fair  trial.! 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  ground  for  the 
application  has  been  made  out.  The  ground  put  forward  is,  that  a 
single  judge  at  chambers  has  no  power  to  make  an  order  for  a  writ 
of  procedendo.  There  is  now  no  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a 
judge  of  this,  and  of  any  other  of  the  superior  courts  of  common  law, 
under  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  a  judge  of  this 
court  has  power  to  make  such  an  order  either  in  term  or  vacation. 
According  to  the  practice  that  has  prevailed,  a  judge  at  chambers  may 
exercise  a  power  of  this  kind,  where  it  does  not  appear  from  the 
statute  to  be  an  application  that  must  be  made  to  the  full  court  in 
term  time,  subject  to  their  orders  being  confirmed  or  rescinded  by  the 
full  court ;  and  where  there  is  a  rule  of  court  confirming  the  order,  as 
there  might  have  been  in  this  case,  it  is  then  taken  to  be  a  rule  of 
court.  This,  then,  having  been  the  practice,  the  power  of  the  lord 
chief  baron,  to  make  the  order  in  this  case,  is  expressly  given  by  the 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  1 ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  power 
has  not  been  properly  exercised.  If  there  is  any  reason  for  saying 
that  the  conviction  is  not  satisfactory,  it  is  to  the  secretary  of  state 
that  an  application  must  be  made. 

Coleridge,  J.  The  question  comes  to  this,  whether  what  was  done 
by  the  lord  chief  baron,  was  done  in  accordance  with  the  course 
and  practice  of  this  court;  and  we  have  it  on  the  best  authority  that 
it  has  been  the  practice  for  a  judge  at  chambers  to  issue  a  procedendo, 
and,  that  being  so,  there  was  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order.     Then, 
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it  is  said,  that  the  power  ought  only  to  have  been  exercised  upon  a 
summons  to  show  cause,  but  the  objection  cannot  be  sanctioned,  as 
that  is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  judge,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case ;  and  we  are  not  to  interfere  merely  on  the  ground 
of  mischieJT  or  inconvenience,  supposing  such  to  exist 

Erle,  J.  The  question  of  jurisdiction  is  quite  different  from  the 
question  of  discretion ;  and  I  draw  the  distinction,  not  presuming  to 
sit  in  judgment  upon  those  whom  the  law  has  empowered  to  exercise 
a  discretion  as  to  whether  they  have  acted  rightly  or  wronglv.  I  have 
no  concern  with  that,  and  only  say  that  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the 
discretion  has  been  properly  exercised.  Then,  as  to  the  point  of  juris- 
diction. I  see  no  distinction  between  a  proceeding  in  felony,  and  any 
other,  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  has  been  the  course  of  prac- 
tice for  a  judge  at  chambers  to  issue  a  writ  of  procedendo;  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  statute  creating  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  which 
tends  to  show  that  the  power  is  to  be  confined  to  the  full  court.  The 
statute  seems  to  me  to  make  it  a  matter  of  most  ordinary  jurisdiction. 
I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  jurisdiction  existed  to  make  the  order 
in  question. 

Crompton,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


BAHi  OOUBT. 

Regina  v.  The  Mayor  and  Assessors  of  Harwich.^ 

NoTemher  9,1852. 

5  4*  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  11  y  {Municipal  Corporation  Act)  —  Notice  of 

Objection. 

The  notice  of  objection  senred  upon  a  bugess,  to  his  name  beine  retained  on  the  list  of  bur- 
gesses, should  contain  his  description  as  he  is  described  on  the  bnigess  list 

Lush  moved  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  mayor  and  assessors  of  Har- 
wich to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  shomd  not  issue,  commanding 
them  to  hear  and  adjudicate  upon  an  objection  taken  to  one  William 
Butcher,  jun.,  whose  name  was  on  the  burgess  list  of  that  borough, 
and  was  objected  to.  By  the  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c  76,  (Municipal  Corpo- 
ration Act),  the  overseers  are  to  make  out  a  list,  every  year,  of  persons 
entitled  to  be  on  the  burgess  roll.  By  the  17th  section  it  is  enacted, 
"  that  every  person  whose  name  shall  have  been  inserted  in  any  bur- 
gess list  for  any  borough,  may  object  to  any  other  person  as  not  being 
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entitled  to  have  his  name  retained  in  the  burgess  fist  for  the  same  bo- 
rough ;  and  every  person  so  objecting,  shall,  on  or  before  the  15th  day 
of  September,  in  every  year,  give  to  the  town  clerk  of  such  borough, 
and  also  give  to  the  person  objected  to,  or  leave  at  the  premises  for 
which  he  shall  appear  to  be  rated  in  the  burgess  list,  notice  thereof  in 
siting,  accordingto  the  form  No.  3,  in  the  said  schedule  (D.),  or  to 
the  like  effect"     The  form  is  as  follows : — 

"  To  the  toiwi  clerk  of  the  borough  of ,  [or  to  the  person  objected 

to,  as  the  case  may  be.] 

'^  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  the  name  of  Thomas 

Bates,  of  iBrook's  Farm,  in  the  parish  of ,  [describe  the  person 

objected  to,  as  described  in  the  burgess  list],  bemg  retained  on  the 
burgess  list  of  the  borough  of * 

"  Dated  the day  of j  in  the  year 


'<  (Signed)  John  Ashton,  of  [here  state  place  of  abode,  and  pro- 
perty for  which  he  is  said  to  be  rated  in  the  burgess  list] " 

This  form  is  a  compendious  form,  adapted  for  service  on  both  the 
town  clerk  and  the  burgess,  unlike  that  given  by  the  Parliamentary 
Registration  Act,  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  in  the  schedule  to  which  there  is 
a  form  for  each.  The  notice  in  this  case  served  on  the  town  clerk 
was  precisely  in  the  form  given  by  the  act  The  notice  served  on  the 
burgess  was  as  follows :  — 

"  To  Mr.  William  Butcher,  jun. 

^  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  your  name  being  retained 
on  the  burgess  list  of  the  borough  of  Harwich. 

"  Dated  the  15th  September,  1852. 

'<  Joseph  Gant." 

At  the  foot  was  — 

"  My  place  of  abode  —  King's  Head-street,  St  Nicholas  parish.  The 
property  for  which  I  am  said  to  be  rated  in  the  burgess  list — House, 
King's  Head-street,  St  Nicholas,  Harwich." 

A  number  of  persons  were  objected  to  in  the  same  manner,  so  that 
this  case  would  decide  them.  Upon  the  day  for  revision,  service  of 
notice  of  objection  having  been  duly  proved,  it  was  urged  on  be- 
half of  the  party  objected  to,  that  the  notice  served  on  the  burgess 
was  not  in  conformity  with  the  statute ;  and  the  mayor  and  one  of 
the  assessors  held  the  objection  fatal.  The  other  assessor  was  against 
the  objection.  The  names,  therefore,  of  all  these  parties,  remain  on 
the  list  The  objection  was,  that  the  notice  should  be  exactly  like  the 
form,  and  in  the  third,  not  the  second,  person.  The  section  says,  *'  to 
the  like  effect" 

[Crompton,  J.     The  description  is  altogether  left  out] 
Yes ;  but  there  is  no  doubt  about  the  identity,  and  he  was  himself 
present  objecting. 
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ICrompton,  J.     There  might  be  two  persons  of  the  same  name.] 
t  is  sworn  that  there  were  not 

Crompton,  J.  But  that  will  not  alter  the  effect  of  the  statute.  The 
fact,  whether  there  are  several  of  the  same  name,  may  be  one  which 
they  ought  not  to  have  to  inquire  into.  I  do  not  think  that  the  pro- 
vision of  the  act  of  parliament  has  been  carried  out  in  this  case.  The 
effect  of  the  act  is  to  give  a  description  as  in  the  burgess  list  It  may 
be  that  there  are  two  of  the  same  name,  and  the  legislature  may  have 
intended  that  no  such  question  should  be  raised. 

Ride  refused. 


In  re 


NoT.eandll,  1852. 

County  Court  Judge — Criminal  LtfomuUion.  , 

A  snmmons  was  issued  against  a  jadgment  debtor,  under  the  98th  section  of  the  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  95,  in  the  nsnal  form,  calling  upon  him  to  appear,  and  to  be  examined  by  the 
judge  of  the  court  tonchine  his  estate  and  effects,  and  the  manner  and  drcnmstances 
under  which  he  contracted  the  debt  which  was  the  subject  of  the  action  In  which  the  judg- 
ment was  obtained,  and  as  to  the  means  and  expectation  he  then  had,  and  as  to  the  pro- 
perty and  means  he  still  had,  of  discharging  the  debt,  and  as  to  the  disposal  he  might 
nave  made  of  any  property,  &c  The  defendant  appeared,  and  was  duly  sworn.  The 
judge  asked  him  whetner  he  was  prepared  to  pay;  no  answered  in  the  negative,  and  was 
entering  into  an  explanation  of  the  circumstances,  when  he  was  stopped  by  the  judge,  who 
ordered  his  immediate  committal  to  prison :  — 

Mdd,  that  these  circumstances  afforded  no  ground  for  a  criminal  information,  there  being  no 
imputation  of  a  corrupt  motive  on  the  part  of  the  judge. 

Hawkins  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  judge  of  a  county 
court  to  show  cause  why  ft  criminal  information  should  not  be  filed 
against  him  under  the  following  circumstances :  —  An  order  had  been 
made  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  by  instalments,  and.  on  default  a 
summons  was  issued,  under  the  9Sth  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c. 
95,  in  the  usual  form.  Upon  the  hearing,  the  judgment  debtor  was 
duly  sworn,  and  when  the  judge  asked  him  whether  he  was  prepared 
to  pay,  he  answered  "  No,"  and  was  about  to  explain  his  reasons  for 
not  paying ;  the  judge  stopped  him,  and  ordered  him  to  be  committed. 
It  was  now  contended,  that  this  refusal  to  hear  the  judgment  debtor 
was  such  misconduct  in  the  judge  as  would  render  him  liable  to  a 
criminal  information. 

[Crompton,  J.  Have  you  any  evidence  of  corruption?  There 
must  be  a  charge  of  corruption  upon  which  to  ground  an  application 
for  a  criminal  information.  The  party  might  apply  to  have  the  judge 
removed  under  the^atute.] 

This  is  preciseljnhe  same  case  as  that  of  a  magistrate,  who  is 
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bound  to  hear  any  thing  a  prisoner  or  defendant  has  to  say.  The  oath 
was  administered  to  him  well  and  truly,  to  answer  ail  questions,  and 
yet,  whilst  he  was  attempting  to  do  so,  the  judge  had  stopped  him, 
and  prevented  him  from  entering  into  any  explanation. 

Crompton,  J.  '  If  the  judge  was  mistaken  as  to  the  course  of  pro- 
ceeding under  the  act,  he  cannot  be  proceeded  against  by  criminal 
information.  I  think  it  of  great  importance  that  judges  presiding 
over  these  courts  should  not  be  liable  to  have  their  proceedings  can- 
vassed in  this  shape.     I  will  look  at  the  affidavits. 

Cur.  adv.  vtUL 

Nov.  11.  Crompton,  J.  I  have  perused  the  affidavits  in  this  case, 
and  am  quite  satisfied  that  the  view  I  took  upon  the  argument  is  cor- 
rect There  is  not  that  imputation  of  a  corrupt  motive  which  governs 
the  discretion  of  this  court  in  granting  criminal  informations. 

Rule  refused. 
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April  30  and  Jane  14. 1852. 

Deedy  Comiruetwn  of — Power  to  make  a  GoU  or  Sluice —  When 

Eochausted. 

Trespass  for  breaUng  and  entering  plaintiff's  dose,  and  cntting  down  the  sides  of  a  sloioe  or 
goit  there,  and  widening  the  same.  Plea,  instifying  the  trespass  nnder  a  deed,  dated  the 
12th  July,  1800,  by  which  plaintiff  demised  land  to  W.  S.  and  G.  S.,  (nnder  whom  de- 
fendant claimed),  for  999  years,  and  by  whidi  power  was  given  to  W.  S.  and  G.  8.  to  cat 
a  goit  or  slnice  throagh  plaintiff's  dose  in  a  certain  di^ction,  and  also  power  from  time  to 
time  daring  the  term  to  repair  and  amend  the  said  goit  or  sluice,  making  reasonable  satis- 
faction to  plaintiff  for  damage  done  thereby  to  the  grass  of  plaintiff;  provided  that,  for  the 
term  of  two  years  from  the  commencement  of  the  rent,  no  trespass  or  damage  shoidd  be 
chai^ged  or  paid  for.  Replication,  that  before  the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  rent,  and  daring  the  said  term,  W.  S.  and  G.  S.,  in  the  dne  exercise  of 
the  said  power,  cat,  made,  and  completed  a  certain  goit  or  s}aioe  in  each  direction  as  in  the 
indentore  mentioned,  and  throagh  the  close  in  the  indentnre,  and  in  the  plea  mentioned, 
being  the  same  goit  or  slnice  in  the  declaration  and  in  the  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
which  said  ^it,  when  so  cat,  made,  and  completed,  was  of  the  width  in  the  plea  in  that 
behalf  mentioned ;  and  that  the  said  goit  or  slnioe,  being  so  then  cat,  made,  and  com- 
pleted, and  then  being  of  the  width  aforesaid,  remained  and  continned  of  the  width  afore- 
said, and  in  that  state  and  condition  was  osed  and  enjoyed  until  defendant,  under  color  of 
the  said  indenture,  and  in  pretended  further  exercise  or  the  said  power,  broke  and  entered 
the  close  of  plaintiff:  — 

HMt  upon  demurer,  (by  the  Queen's  Bench  and  Exchequer  Chamber),  that  the  power 
given  in  the  ^eed  to  make  a  goit  or  slnice,  having  been  once  exercised,  was  exhansted, 
and  therefore  the  replication  was  good. 

This  was   an  action  directed  to  be  brough||by  the  Court  of 
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Chancery.  The  declaration  was  in  trespass  for  breaking  and  en- 
tering the  plaintiff's  close,  called  the  Em  Meadow,  and  catting 
down  the  sides  of  a  certain  sluice,  goit,  or  watercourse  there,  and 
widening  the  same.  Plea,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  indenture  hereinafter  mentioned,  John  Bostock, 
since  deceased,  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  said  dose  called  the  Em 
Meadow,  and  also  of  a  certain  other  close  in  the  said  indenture 
mentioned;  and  being  so  seised,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  12th 
July,  1800,  by  a  certain  indenture,  then  mad%  between  the  said  John 
Bostock,  deceased,  of  the  one  part,  and  William  Sidebottom  and 
George  Sidebottom  of  the  other  part,  (profert)^  demised  to  them,  their 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  certain  pieces  of  land,  being 
parts  of  certain  closes  of  the  said  John  Bostock,  deceased,  called  re- 
spectively Great  Broadbottom  and  Ghreat  Meadow,  as  being  intended 
for  a  miU-dam  or  reservoir  for  water ;  also  a  certain  part  of  the  water- 
course or  bed  of  a  certain  river  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned, 
called  the  Mersey ;  and  also  full  and  free  liberty,  privilege,  and  au- 
thority to  make  a  weir  or  dam  across  the  said  river  any  where  oppo- 
site to  and  adjoining  the  said  close  called  the  Em  Meadow,  but  not 
to  make  such  weir  or  dam  so  as  to  injure  a  certain  county  bridge 
over  the  said  river,  or  to  hinder  the  water  from  flowing  down  the 
tail  goit  of  a  certain  mill,  situate  near  the  said  bridge,  on  the  same 
level  on  which  it  then  flowed ;  also,  full  and  free  liberty,  privilege, 
power,  and  authority  to  cut  a  goit  or  sluice  out  of  the  said  river,  at 
a  proper  and  convenient  distance  from  and  above  the  said  weir,  in 
the  most  convenient  line  or  direction,  through  the  said  close  called 
the  Em  Meadow,  and  the  said  other  close  of  the  s|id  John  Bostock, 
deceased,  called  the  Lime  Field,  into  the  south-westerly  side  or  end 
of  the  said  plot  or  piece  or  parcel  of  land  or  ground  so  in  the  said 
indenture  described  as  intended  for  a  reservoir,  as  aforesaid,  and  also 
to  make,  erect,  build,  and  fix  a  fender  or  shuttle  at  the  mouth  of  such 
goit  or  sluice,  and  also  to  erect,  build,  and  fix  a  bye-wash  or  waste- 
gate,  at  or  by  the  side  of  such  goit  or  sluice,  in  any  phrt  of  the  same 
close  called  the  Em  Meadow,  and  cut  a  drain  from  such  bye-wash 
or  waste-gate  into  the  said  river,  and,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  any 
time  or  times,  to  turn  and  divert  the  water  of  the  said  river  into  and 
through  the  said  fender  and  goit  or  sluice,  and  also  into  and  through 
the  said  bye-wash  or  waste-gate  and  drain,  or  any  of  them ;  also  full 
and  free  liberty,  privilege,  power,  and  authority  to  make,  and  from 
time  to  time  to  repair,  a  drain  or  sough  from  a  certain  other  close  of 
the  said  John  Bostock,  deceased,  called  the  Bank,  to  and  into  the 
said  plot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  land  or  ground,  parcel  of  the  said  closes, 
or  fields  called  respectively  Higher  Croft  and  Lower  Croft,  so  by 
the  said  indenture  demised  as  aforesaid,  and  the  liberty  and  privi- 
lege to  tiprn  and  convey  one  half  of  the  water  of  a  certain  spring,  in 
the  said  indenture  described  as  arising  in  the  said  close  called  the 
Bank,  into  and  through  the  said  last-mentioned  drain  or  sough,  fdr 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  last-mentioned  demised  plot,  piece,  or 
parcel  of  land  or  ground,  and  the  several  owners,  tenants,  and  occu- 
piers thereof ;  and  full  and  free  liberty,  privilege,  power  and  authority, 
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from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  daring  the  term  by  the  said 
indenture  granted,  to  view,  examine,  carry,  and  lay  down  materials, 
and  repair  and  amend  the  said  weir  or  dam  and  also  the  said  goit  or 
sluice,  fender  or  shuttle,  bye-wash  or  waste-gate,  and  drains,  when  so 
made  as  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  when,  and  as  often  as  need  or 
occasion  should  be,  and  require,  making  reasonable  satisfaction  to 
the  said  John  Bostock,  deceased,  and  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  all 
damage  to  be  done  or  occasioned  thereby  to  tlie  grass  or  herbage  of 
him,  the  said  John  Boftock,  deceased,  and  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as 
thereinafter,  and  hereinafter  particularly  mentioned,  expressed,  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  same ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
several  pieces  of  land,  liberties,  privileges,  and  powers,  and  all  and 
singular  other,  the  premises,  with  their  appurtenances,  unto  the  said 
Wiliiam  Sidebottom  and  Greorge  Sidebottom,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  999  years,  at  the  rent  of 
84/.  There  was  a  covenant  by  William  Sidebottom  and  George 
Sidebottom  to  make  satisfaction  to  John  Bostock,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  all  damages  done  to  the  lands  of  John  Bostock,  from  time 
to  time,  in  exercise  of  all  or  any  of  the  liberties,  privileges  and  powers 
by  the  said  indenture  granted,  save  and  except  for  the  term  of  two 
years,  from,  and  next  ensuing  the  commencement  of  the  said  rent, 
during  which  time  no  trespass  or  damage  should  be  charged  or  paid 
for.  There  was  a  covenant  by  William  Sidebottom  and  George  Side- 
bottom,  vidthin  four  years  from  the  date  of  the  indenture,  to  erect 
one  or  more  good  and  substantial  building  or  buildings  upon  the 
Higher  Croft  and  Lower  Croft,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  170L ;  also  a 
covenant  by  then}  to  cover  over  the  said  goit  or  sluice,  so  to  be 
cut  and  made  through  the  said  Em  Meadow,  save  and  except  for  the 
distance  of  twelve  yards  in  length  next  adjoining  the  said  intended 
bye-wash  or  waste-gate,  with  good  stone  or  brick,  and  afterwards 
cover  the  same  again  with  soil,  so  as  to  make  the  same  into  good 
arable  or  mowing  land  or  ground,  and  during  the  same  term  to  keep 
and  continue  the  goit  or  sluice  so  covered  with  soil  in  a  good  and 
workmanlike  manner. 

The  plea  then  stated,  that,  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture,  William 
Sidebottom,  and  George  Sidebottom  entered  into  the  demised  tene- 
ments, and  became  entitled  to  the  liberties,  privileges,  and  powers 
by  the  said  indenture  granted ;  and  deduced  title  to  the  defendant 
Averment,  that  he,  the  said  defendant,  being,  and  continuing,  at  the 
said  times  when,  &c.,  so  possessed  of  the  said  demised  tenements, 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  entitled  to  the  said  liberties,  privileges, 
and  powers ;  and  a  certain  weir  or  dam  having  been  before  then,  and 
after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  during  the  said  term 
thereby  granted,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
indenture,  and  in  the  due  exercise  of  the  said  liberties,  privileges, 
and  powers,  made,  built,  and  fixed,  and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c., 
being,  and  continuing  so  built  and  fixed,  in,  through,  and  across  the 
said  river  Mersey,  at  such  part  or  place  of,  and  in  the  said  river,  and 
so  and  in  such  manner,  as  in  and  by  the  said  indenture  in  thatbehalf 
mentioned  and  required  as  aforesaid ;  and  a  certain  goit  or  sluice. 
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being  the  said  sluice,  goit,  or  watercourse  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  having  also  been  before  then,  and  after  the  making  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  during  the  said  term  thereby  granted,'  to  wit,  on, 
&c«,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture,  and  in  the  further  due 
exercise  of  the  said  liberties,  privileges,  and  powers,  cut  and  made,  to 
and  of  such  width  as  hereinafter  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  out  of  the 
said  river  Mersey,  at  such  distance  from  and  above  the  said  weir,  and 
in  such  direction  and  through  such  closes,  as  in  the  said  indenture  in 
that  behalf  mentioned  and  required  as  aforesaid,  into  the  south- 
westerly side  or  end  of  the  said  plot,  piece,  or  parcel  of  ground  in 
the  said  indenture  mentioned,  and  therein  described  as  intended  for  a 
reservoir  as  aforesaid,  but  the  said  sluice,  goit,  or  watercourse,  not 
having  been,  and  not  being,  at  the  said  times,  when,  &c.,  or  any  of 
them,  cut  or  made  to  or  of  a  sufficient  width,  and  the  same  having 
been  and  being  then  completed,  and  cut  and  made  to  and  of  a  cer- 
tain small  width  only,  to  wit,  the  width  of  nine  feet ;  and  such  width 
being  a  wholly  insufficient  width  in  that  behalf,  so  that  without  wide- 
ning the  said  sluice,  goit,  or  watercourse  to  the  extent  hereinafter 
mentioned,  and  keeping  and  continuing  the  same  so  widened,  the 
said  defendant  could  not  have  or  enjoy  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
said  demised  tenements,  with  the  appurtenances,  and  of  the  said 
water  of  the  said  river  Mersey,  in  so  free  and  ample  a  manner  as  he 
otherwise  might  and  could,  and  then  ought,  and  was  entitled  to  have  and 
enjoy,  and  still  might  and  is  entitled  to  have  and  enjoy  the  same,  under 
and  by  virtue  and  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect,  and  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture ;  and  the  said  defendant,  being 
then  able,  and  ready,  and  willing,  upon  the  said  sluice,  goit,  or  water- 
course being  so  wiaened  as  aforesaid,  to  cover  over  the  same  (save 
and  except  as  in  the  said  indenture  in  that  behalf  is  excepted)  with 
good  stone  or  brick,  and  after  cover  the  same  again  with  soil,  so  as 
to  make  the  same  into  good  arable  or  mowing  land  or  ground,  and 
to  keep  and  continue  the  same  so  covered  with  soil  in  a  good  and 
workmanlike  manner,  he,  the  said  defendant,  at  the  said  times  when, 
&c.,  for  the  purpose  of  so  widening  and  amending  the  said  goit  as 
aforesaid,  and  in  the  further  due  exercise  of  the  said  liberties,  privi- 
leges, and  powers  by  the  said  indenture  granted,  did  enter  the  said 
close  of  the  plaintiff,  called  the  Em  Meadow,  and  did  then,  for  the 
purpose  aforesaid,  cut  down  the  side  of  the  said  sluice,  goit,  or  wa- 
tercourse there,  and  did  then  widen  the  said  sluice,  goit,  or  water- 
course, from  the  said  then  insufficient  width  of  the  same,  as  aforesaid, 
to  a  certain  proper  and  reasonable  width  in  that  behalf,  in  the  whole 
not  exceeding  the  width  of  which  the  defendant  then  was,  and  still 
is  entitied  to  have  the  same,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  inden- 
ture, according  to  the  tenor  and  effect,  and  true  intent  and  meaning 
thereof,  fpt  the  having  and  enjoying  by  him,  the  said  defendant,  of 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  demised  tenements,  with  the  appurte- 
nances, and  of  the  said  water  of  the  said  river  Mersey,  in  such  free 
and  ample  manner  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  to  the  extent  in  the  said  de- 
claration in  that  behalf  mentioned,  and  kept  and  continued  the  same 
so  widened  for  the  said  time  in  the  said  declaration  in  that  behalf 
mentioned,  doing  no  unnecessary  damage,  &c. 
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Replication,  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  and  before 
the  expiration  of  two  years  from  the  commencement  of  the  said  rent, 
and  during  the  said  term,  and  long  before  any  of  the  said  several 
times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  August,  1800,  the  said  William 
Sidebottom  and  George  Sidebottom,  "  in  the  due  exercise  of  the 
said  liberties,  and  privileges,  and  powers,  cut,  made,  and  completed 
a  certain  goit  out  of  the  said  river  Mersey,  in  the  said  indenture  and 
in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  at  such  distance  from  and  above  the  said 
weir,  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  in 
such  direction  as  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned  and  required,  and 
through  the  said  closes  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  plea 
mentioned,  being  the  same  goit,  sluice,  or  watercourse  in  the  declara- 
tion and  in  the  said^lea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  which  said  goit, 
when  so  cut,  made,  and  completed,  as  aforesaid,  was  of  a  certain 
width,  to  wit,  of  the  width  in  the  said  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned, 
and  then  arched  and  covered  over  the  said  goit,  according  to  their 
covenant  in  that  behalf  in  the  said  indenture  contained."  Averment, 
that  the  said  goit  being  so  then  cut,  made,  and  completed,  and  being 
so  then  arched  and  covered  over,  and  then  being  of  the  width  afore- 
said,  remained  and  continued  so  arched  and  covered  over,  and  of  the 
width  aforesaid,  during  all  the  time  next  hereinafter  mentioned,  and 
in  that  state  and  condition  was  used  and  enjoyed  by  the  several  per- 
sons, from  time  to  time,  possessed  of  the  said  demised  tenements, 
with  the  appurtenances,  and  entitled  to  the  said  liberties,  privileges, 
and  powers,  from  the  1st  August,  1800,  continually,  until  the  defen- 
dant, on  the  said  20th  December,  1850,  he  being  then  so  possessed 
and  entitled  as  last  aforesaid,  under  color  of  the  said  indenture,  and 
in  pretended  further  exercise  of  the  said  liberties,  privileges,  and  powers, 
broke  and  entered  the  said  close  of  the  plaintiff,  called  the  Em  Mea- 
dow, &c.,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declaration  alleged.  Verifi- 
cation. •  Demurrer  and  joinder  therein.  The  demurrer  was  argued  in 
the  court  below  in  Easter  term,  (April  30),  by 

Maynard^  for  the  defendant  The  goit  not  having  been  before 
completed  to  the  entire  width  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  und^ 
the  indenture  to  have  it,  but  having  been  made  and  cut  to  an  insuffi- 
cient width,  he  had  a  right,  under  the  indenture,  to  widen  and  com- 
plete it  to  the  entire  width,  making,  if  such  amendment  and  com- 
pletion took  place  after  two  years  from  the  commencement  of  the 
rent,  reasonable  satisfaction.  That  right  is  not  lost  by  the  mere  fact 
of  the  goit  having  for  a  time  remained  and  been  used  of  a  less  width. 
There  is  no  express  or  implied  limitation  of  the  time  within  which 
the  right  may  be  exercised,  other  than  the  duration  of  the  term  of  999 
years.  In  Thickviesse  v.  The  Lancaster  Canal  Company^  4  M.  &  W. 
472,  the  canal  company  were  empowered  by  act  of  parliament  to 
make  a  canal  within  certain  limits  as  to  locality,  but  without  limita- 
tion as  to  the  time  within  which  it  was  to  be  completed ;  and  it  was 
held,  that  the  canal  having  been  constructed  and  opened  to  a  certain 
point  in  1816,  the  works  might  be  resumed  in  1835.  A  thing  may 
be  completed  in  part ;  and  in  this  grant  there  is  ^<  full  and  free  Uberty, 
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privilege,  power,  and  authority,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times, 
during  the  term  by  the  said  indenture  granted,  to  view,  examine, 
carry,  and  lay  down  materials,  and  repair  and  amend  the  said  goit  oi 
sluice."  [He  cited  Dand  v.  Kingscote^  6  M.  &  W.  174,  and  nishop 
V.  Norllh  11  M.  &  W.  419.] 

J.  A  Russellj  contra.  Unless  the  goit  was  merely  made  for  experi- 
ment, and  was  never  a  complete  goit,  and  used  as  a  complete  goit, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment,  though  the  goit  may  not  be  of  a 
width  such  as  it  might  have  been  made  in  the  first  instance.  The 
deed  contains  a  covenant,  that  if  the  powers  were  exercised  within 
two  years  after  the  commencement  of  the  rent,  they  should  be  exer- 
cised without  there  being  any  claim  to  damage.  The  rent  was  to 
commence  on  the  12th  November,  1801,  and  the  replication  states 
that  before  the  expiration  of  that  period  the  goit  was  made,  com- 
pleted, and  arched  over,  and  from  that  time  up  to  the  day  of  the  tres- 
pass, namely,  the  20th  December,  1850,  it  was  used  and  enjoyed  by 
the  parties  from  time  to  time  entitled  to  the  privileges  and  powers 
under  the  deed.  In  the  replication  the  time  is  not  laid  under  a  vide' 
licit,  though  in  the  plea  it  is.  After  the  goit  has  once  been  made  of 
a  certain  width,  and  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  lessee,  there 
is  no  power  under  the  deed  to  enter  and  widen  it;  the  only  power 
which  remains  is  to  amend  it.  The  rule  as  to  the  construction  of 
*  grants  is  laid  down  in  Mildmay  v.  SUmdish,  Cro.  Eliz.  34,  35.  "  Every 
grant  shall  be  expomided  as  the  intent  was  at  the  time  of  the  grant ; 
as,  if  I  grant  an  annuity  to  J.  S.  until  he  be  promoted  to  a  competent 
benefice,  and  at  the  time  of  the  grant  he  was  but  a  mean  person,  and 
afterwcurd  is  made  an  archdeacon,  yet  if  I  offer  him  a  competent  bene- 
fice, according  to  his  estate  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  the  annuity 
doth  cease."  Supposing,  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  it  was  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  that  a  mill,  with  a  wheel  of  fifty-horse 
power,  should  be  erected  on  the  land,  and  after  the  goit  had  been 
made  and  completed,  and  used  for  the  purpose  of  turning  a  wheel  of 
that  power,  an  increase  of  the  defendant's  business,  in  course  of  time, 
made  it  necessary  to  have  an  additional  wheel,  it  would  not  be  con- 
sistent with  the  grant  that  the  defendant  should  enlarge  the  goit  for 
the  purpose  of  turning  a  wheel  of  100  horse  power.  It  is  the  natu- 
ral inference  from  the  language  of  the  grant,  that  the  intention  of  the 
parties  was  that  a  goit  should  be  made  for  some  purpose  in  view  at 
the  time ;  and  when  the  goit  was  made  and  covered  over  and  com- 
pleted, the  grant  was  exhausted.  The  power  to  repair  and  amend 
does  not  include  a  power  to  widen  the  goit ;  and  it  was  expressly 
given  in  order  to  protect  the  grantor,  because  it  is  mixed  up  with  a 
reservation  of  a  right  to  compensation  to  the  grantor  for  the  trespass 
or  injury  done  to  his  land  in  the  exercise  of  the  power.  In  •  Thick- 
nesse  v.  The  Lancaster  Canal  Company^  4  M.  &  W.  472,  at  the  time 
when  the  works  were  resumed,  the  canal  had  not  been  completed. 
In  Dand  v..  Kingscote,  6  M.  &  W.  174,  the  covenant  was  that  the 
grantees  should  have  sufficient  wayleave  to  certain  mines,  and  it  was 
not  a  covenant  by  the  grantees  to  make  one  way. 
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Maynard^  iir  reply.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  goit  was 
ever  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  grantee.  It  is  pleaded  that 
the  goit  ci:^t  and  made  in  the  first  instance  was  wholly  insufficient  for 
the  purpose. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  The  replication  is,  that  before  the  expiration  of 
two  years  next  ensuing,  the  lessee  cut,  made,  and  completed  a  certain 
goit,  being  the  same  goit  in  the  declafation  and  in  the  plea  mentioned, 
and  cut,  used,  and  enjoyed  it  down  to  the  time  when  the  trespass  was 
committed. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  was  completed  at  some  point  of  time 
before  the*  alleged  cause  of  action  accrued.] 

The  cause  of  action  may  have  accruea  at  any  distance  of  time, 
except  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  There  is  no 
precise  allegation  that  the  goit  was  used  and  enjoyed  for  such  d  length 
of  time  that  the  grantor  was  entitled  to  infer  that  it  was  satisfactory, 
and  not  intended  to  be  widened.  If  there  had  been  such  an  allega- 
tion, issue  might  have  been  taken  on  it.  Therefore  the  question  upon 
the  pleadings  is,  whether,  after  this  goit  had  been  once  cut  to  a  certain 
width,  it  could  not  afterwards,  at  however  short  an  interval  of  time, 
be  widened,  if  it  was  found  to  be  insufficient 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment  The  plaintiff  having  complained  of  a  trespass 
in  his  close,  the  defendant  relies  on  the  power  to  make  a  goit  Then 
the  replication  shows  that  that  power  had  been  exercised^  and  having 
been  once  exercised,  I  am  of  opinion  it  is  exhausted.  There  is  a 
power  to  repair  and  amend,  but  not  a  power  to  make  another  goit 
Now,  I  think  this  must  be  taken  to  be  another  goit,  and  not  the 
goit  originally  made.  The  replication  expressly  avers,  that  the  said 
William  Sidebottom  and  George  Sidebottom  "  cut,  made,  and  com- 
pleted a  certain  goit  out  of  the  river  Mersey,  in  the  said  indenture  and 
in  the  sai^  plea  mentioned,  at  such  distance  from  and  above  the  said 
wei^  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  in  such 
direction,  as  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned  and  required,  and  through 
the  said  closes  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  plea  mentioned ;" 
showing  a  complete  exercise  of  that  power.  Then,  if  this  power  was 
not  to 'be  exercised  toties  quoties  it  is  gone,  and  affords  no  justifica- 
tion for  the  trespass.  If  Mr.  Maynard  could  have  made  out  that  this 
power  might  be  exercised  from  time  to  time  in  any  direction,  so  as  to 
suit  the  purposes  of  the  lessees  and  their  assigns  during  the  term  of 
999  years,  then  it  might  be  so  exercised,  as  well  with  regard  to  the 
width  as  to  the  direction ;  but  the  power  is  ^  to  cut  a  goit  or  sluice 
out  of  the  said  river  at  a  proper  and  convenient  distance  firom  and 
above  the  said  weir,  in  the  most  convenient  line  or  direction,  through 
the  said  close  called  the  Em  Meadow."  If  the  defendant  could  have 
shown,  that,  after  having  made  one  goit,  and  enjoyed  it  for  a  number 
of  years,  there  remained  a  power  to  make  Another  in  a  direction  more 
convenient,  he  would  have  succeeded.  But  the  power  granted  is  to 
make  a  goit ;  and  when  that  goit  is  once  made  and  completed,  the 
power  is  exercised,  and  cannot  be  exercised  in  making  another  goit. 
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either  of  a  greater  width  or  in  a  different  direction ;  and  therefore  the 
replication  is  an  answer  to  the  plea. 

The  cases  which  Mr.  Maynard  has  referred  to  do  not  apply.  In 
T^icknesse  v.  The  Lancaster  Canal  Company y  4  M.  &  W.  472,  the  canal 
had  never  been  completed ;  a  part  only  of  the  canal  had  been  made. 
In  Dand  v.  Kingscotey  6  M*  &  W.  174,  and  Bishop  v.  Norihy  11  M.  & 
W.  419,  there  was  a  power  to  make  various  roads  toties  quoiies ;  it 
was  not  one  power,  but  a  power  which  might  be  exercised  from  time 
to  time  during  the  whole  occupancy. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  replication  to  the  plea 
is  good,  and  we  are  bound  to  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  Considering  the  powers  which  are  given  by  the  in- 
denture, and  the  mode  in  which  the  power  of  cutting  a  goit  or  sluice 
ha3  been  exercised  by  the  defendant,  it  appears  to  me  clearly  to  con* 
template  the  making  of  a  goit  once  for  all,  and  not  experimentally 
making  a  goit  which  might  probably  be  considered  not  completed ; 
the  goit,  when  completed,  may  be  repaired  and  amended  upon  com- 
pensation being  given,  but  there  is  no  power  to  make  such  an  altera- 
tion as  that  which  is  now  contended  for. 

It  appears  from  the  plea,  that  a  goit  was  cut,  made  and  completed, 
and,  from  the  replication,  that  it  was  completed  within  two  years  from 
the  commencement  of  the  rent,  which,  by  the  indenture,  was  to  com- 
mence in  1801 ;  and  the  replication  avers,  in  express  terms,  that  it  is 
the  same  goit,  sluice,  or  watercourse,  in  the  declaration  and  in  the  plea 
in  that  behalf  mentioned.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  power  given  was 
exhausted  if  once  the  goit  was  completed,  with  the  exception  only  of 
the  power  to  repair  and  amend  it ;  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment,  the  replication  containing  a  sufficient  answer 
to  the  plea. 

Erle,  J.  I  think  that  the  power  of  making  a  goit  in  the  plaintiff's 
land  was  to  be  exercised  once  for  all ;  that  the  power  to  repair  and 
amend  from  time  to  time  might  be  repeated  as  necessity  might  re- 
quire, and  amending  would  not  at  all  extend  to  constructing  a  new 
goit  of  different  dimensions.  The  provision  that  the  power  granted 
should  be  exercised  within  two  years  without  compensation,  and  after 
that  time  on  making  compensation,  indicates  an  intention,  which  may 
well  have  been  in  the  mind  of  the  grantor,  that  the  grantee,  at  the 
expense  of  making  the  works  anew,  should  be  allowed  to  make  them 
without  paying  him  compensation,  but  after  they  were  once  made 
and  completed,  if  damage  was  done  to  his  land  by  the  coming  in  to 
repair  and  amend,  there  should  be  compensation  for  such  damage. 

Crompton,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff >^ 


1  See  next*  page  for  a  report  of  tihis  case  upon  a  writ  of  error  in  the  Exchequer 
C3iamber. 
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Maynard,  in  reply.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  goit  was 
ever  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  grantee.  It  is  pleaded  that 
the  goit  ci^t  and  made  in  the  first  instance  was  wholly  insufficient  for 
the  purpose. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  The  replication  is,  that  before  the  expiration  of 
two  years  next  ensuing,  the  lessee  cut,  made,  and  completed  a  certain 
goit,  being  the  same  goit  in  the  declafation  and  in  the  plea  mentioned, 
and  cut,  used,  and  enjoyed  it  down  to  the  time  when  the  trespass  was 
committed. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  was  completed  at  some  point  of  time 
before  the  alleged  cause  of  action  accrued.] 

The  cause  of  action  may  have  accruea  at  any  distance  of  time, 
except  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  There  is  no 
precise  allegation  that  the  goit  was  used  and  enjoyed  for  such  d  length 
of  time  that  the  grantor  was  entitled  to  infer  that  it  was  satisfactory, 
and  not  intended  to  be  widened.  If  there  had  been  such  an  allega- 
tion, issue  might  have  been  taken  on  it.  Therefore  the  question  upon 
the  pleadings  is,  whether,  after  this  goit  had  been  once  cut  to  a  certain 
width,  it  could  not  afterwards,  at  however  short  an  interval  of  time, 
be  widened,  if  it  was  found  to  be  insufficient. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment.  The  plaintifi'  having  complained  of  a  trespass 
in  his  close,  the  defendant  relies  on  the  power  to  make  a  goit.  Then 
the  replication  shows  that  that  power  had  been  exercised^  and  having 
been  once  exercised,  I  am  of  opinion  it  is  exhausted.  There  is  a 
power  to  repair  and  amend,  but  not  a  power  to  make  another  goit 
Now,  I  think  this  must  be  taken  to  be  another  goit,  and  not  the 
goit  originally  made.  The  replication  expressly  avers,  that  the  said 
William  Sidebottom  and  George  Sidebottom  "  cut,  made,  and  com- 
pleted a  certain  goit  out  of  the  river  Mersey,  in  the  said  indenture  and 
in  the  sai(l  plea  mentioned,  at  such  distance  from  and  above  the  said 
wei^  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and  in  such 
direction,  as  in  the  said  indenture  mentioned  and  required,  and  through 
the  said  closes  in  the  said  indenture  and  in  the  said  plea  mentioned;" 
showing  a  complete  exercise  of  that  power.  Then,  if  this  pov/er  was 
not  to 'be  exercised  toties  quoties  it  is  gone,  and  affords  no  justifica- 
tion for  the  trespass.  If  Mr.  Maynard  could  have  made  out  that  this 
power  might  be  exercised  from  time  to  time  in  any  direction,  so  as  to 
suit  the  purposes  of  the  lessees  and  their  assigns  during  the  term  of 
999  years,  then  it  might  be  so  exercised,  as  well  with  regard  to  the 
width  as  to  the  direction ;  but  the  power  is  "  to  cut  a  goit  or  sluice 
out  of  the  said  river  at  a  proper  and  convenient  distance  from  and 
above  the  said  weir,  in  the  most  convenient  line  or  direction,  through 
the  said  close  called  the  Em  Meadow."  If  the  defendant  could  have 
shown,  that,  after  having  made  one  goit,  and  enjoyed  it  for  a  number 
of  years,  there  remained  a  power  to  make  Another  in  a  direction  more 
convenient,  he  would  have  succeeded.  But  the  power  granted  is  to 
make  a  goit ;  and  when  that  goit  is  once  made  and  completed,  the 
power  is  exercised,  and  cannot  be  exercised  in  making  another  goit. 
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either  of  a  greater  width  or  in  a  different  direction ;  and  therefore  the 
replication  is^an  answer  to  the  plea. 

The  casesVhich  Mr.  Maynard  has  referred  to  do  not  apply.  In 
Thicknesse  ▼.  l%e  Lancaster  Canal  Company^  4  M.  &  W.  472,  the  canal 
had  never  been  completed ;  a  part  only  of  the  canal  had  been  made. 
In  Dand  v.  Kingscotej  6  M*  &  W.  174,  and  Bishop  v.  Northy  11  M.  & 
W.  419,  thei^e  was  a  power  to  make  various  roads  toties  quoiies ;  it 
was  not  one  power,  but  a  power  which  might  be  exercised  from  time 
to  time  during  the  whole  occupancy. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  replication  to  the  plea 
is  good,  and  we  are  bound  to  give  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  Considering  the  powers  which  are  given  by  the  in- 
denture, and  the  mode  in  which  the  power  of  cutting  a  goit  or  sluice 
has  been  exercised  by  the  defendant,  it  appears  to  me  clearly  to  con- 
template the  making  of  a  goit  once  for  idl,  and  not  experimentally 
making  a  goit  which  might  probably  be  considered  not  completed ; 
the  goit,  when  completed,  may  be  repaired  and  amended  upon  com- 
pensation being  given,  but  there  is  no  power  to  make  such  an  altera- 
tion as  that  which  is  now  contended  for. 

It  appears  from  the  plea,  that  a  goit  ivas  cut,  made  and  completed, 
and,  from  the  replication,  that  it  was  completed  within  two  years  from 
the  commencement  of  the  rent,  which,  by  the  indenture,  was  to  com- 
mence in  1801 ;  and  the  replication  avers,  in  express  terms,  that  it  is 
the  same  goit,  sluice,  or  watercourse,  in  the  declaration  and  in  the  plea 
in  that  behalf  mentioned.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  power  given  was 
exhausted  if  once  the  goit  was  completed,  with  the  exception  only  of 
the  power  to  repair  and  amend  it ;  and  therefore  the  plaintiff  is  enti- 
tled to  our  judgment,  the  replication  containing  a  sufficient  answer 
to  the  plea. 

Erle,  J.  I  think  that  the  power  of  making  a  goit  in  the  plaintiff's 
land  was  to  be  exercised  once  for  all;  that  the  power  to  repair  and 
amend  from  time  to  time  might  be  repeated  as  necessity  might  re- 
quire, and  amending  would  not  at  all  extend  to  constructing  a  new 
goit  of  different  dimensions.  The  provision  that  the  power  granted 
should  be  exercised  within  two  years  without  compensation,  and  after 
that  time  on  making  compensation,  indicates  an  intention,  which  may 
well  have  been  in  the  mind  of  the  grantor,  that  the  grantee,  at  the 
expense  of  making  the  works  anew,  should  be  allowed  to  make  them 
without  paying  him  compensation,  but  after  they  were  once  made 
and  completed,  if  damage  was  done  to  his  land  by  the  coming  in  to 
repair  and  amend,  there  should  be  compensation  for  such  damage. 

Crompton,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff > 


1  See  next*  page  for  a  report  of  this  case  upon  a  ymt  of  error  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber. 
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BiDEBOTTOM  V.  BosTOCK,  in  eiTor. 

Upon  the  foregoing  judgment  a  writ  of  error  was  bronght,  which 
was  argued  on  the  14th  June,  before  Jeryis,  C.  J.,  Parke,  B.,  Cress- 
well,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Talfovrd,  J.,  by 

Collier^  (Maynard  was  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  (the  de- 
fendant below).  The  issue  raised  is,  whether  the  defendant,  being 
entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  water,  had  a  right  to  widen  the  goit  so 
as  to  admit  a  sufficient  supply  of  water.  If  he  had  increased  the 
width  beyond  what  he  was  entitled  to  under  the  indenture,  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  new  assigned.  He  is  not  precluded  from  increasing 
the  width,  by  having  made  it  and  used  it  for  a  certain  time,  any  more 
than  he  would  be  precluded  from  narrowing  or  deepening  it 

[Parke,  B.  The  power  to  make  the  goit  is  a  single  power,  to  be 
exercised  at  one  time.] 

It  is  unreasonable  so  to  construe  it  during  the  whole  period  of  nine- 
ty-nine years. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  Was  not  tho  defendant  to  make  a  final  and  iirevo- 
cable  mill-pond  ?] 

A  reasonable  limit  must  be  assigned  to  the  time  within  which  he 
is  to  make  it  Every  grant  is  adaptable  to  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  Senhouse  v.  Christian^  1  T.  R.  560 ;  Dand  v.  Kingscotey  6  M.  & 
W.  174. 

[Parke,  B.  The  defendant  would  be  obliged  to  occupy  a  part  of 
the  plaintiff's  meadow  while  he  opened  the  arch  and  enlarged  it] 

The  powers  will  be  exercised  subject  to  the  right  of  the  grantor  to 
compensation.  Bishop  v.  Norths  11  M.  &  W.  418.  The  plea  is,  that 
the  goit  was  not  completed  to  a  sufficient  width. 

[He  cited  Thicknesse  v.  TJie  Lancaster  Canal  Ckmpany^  4  M.  &  W. 
472 ;  Hall  v.  Swifts  4  Bing.  N.  C.  381 ;  and  LuttrePs  case^  4  Rep. 
86,  a.] 

X  A.  Russell^  contra,  was  not  heard. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  The  goit  having  been  made,  the  powar  given  by  the 
grant  is  exhausted. 

Parke,  B.  A  much  more  onerous  servitude  is  thrown  upon  the 
owner  of  the  servient  tenement,  if.  the  grantee  may  enter  upon  his 
land  and  alter  the  goit  from  time  to  time. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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Bishop  t?,  Hatch.^ 

May  7,  1852. 

1  4"  2  Vict.  c.  110, 5. 17  —  Judgment  Debt — Interest  —  Separate  Writ 
of  Execution  —  Satisfaction  on  the  Judgment  Roll. 

Where  a  judgment  had  been  entered  np,  and  a  writ  of  execution  for  debt  and  costs  had  issued, 
before  the  commencement  of  stat  1  &  2  Vict,  a  110  :.— 

Hddf  that,  by  virtue  of  sect  17,  the  judgment  was  not  satisfied  upon  the  levy,  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  act,  of  the  debt  and  costs,  and  that  it  would  not  be  satisfied  until  pay- 
ment of  interest  from  the  commencement  of  the  act  until  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 

Semiie,  that  the  interest  might  be  levied  by  rirtue  of  a  separate  writ  of  executioo,  to  be  issued 
after  the  passing  of  the  act 

Hatch  was  a  beneficed  clergyman,  whose  benefice  was  sequestered 
in  the  early  part  of  the  year  lo33.  Later  in  1833  the  plaintiff  brought 
an  action  against  him  on  the  penalty  of  a  bond,  and  recovered  judg- 
ment Final  judgment  was  signed  in  Hilary  term,  1833,  and  there- 
upon a  writ  of  seq.  fa.  issued.  Such  writ  was  only  to  levy  the 
judgment  debt  and  costs,  not  any  interest.  The  judgment  debt  was 
wholly  unpaid  in  1838,  when  stat  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110  came  into 
operation.  It  was  not  till  February,  1851,  that  the  earlier  sequestra- 
tions were  satisfied,  and  that  the  plaintiff's  sequestrators  had  obtained 
money  into  their  hands.  Before  they  paid  it  over,  and  whilst  they 
were  still  in  possession  of  the  benefice,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  new 
writ  of  seq.fa.  for  interest  upon  his  judgment  debt  The  debt  and 
costs  being  satisfied,  the  interest  alone  remaining  unsatisfied,  the  de- 
fendant had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause 
why  satisfaction  should  not  be  entered  upon  the  judgment  roll ;  against 
which| 

Phipson  now  showed  cause.  The  first  question  is,  whether,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  interest  The  second, 
whether,  assuming  him  to  be  entitled  to  interest,  he  can  recover  it 
under  the  second  sequestration  issued.  Both  questions  depend  upon 
the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  17,  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  every  judg- 
ment debt  shall  carry  interest  at  the  rate  of  42.  per  cent  per  annum 
from  the  time  of  entering  up  the  judgment,  or  from  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  this  act  in  cases  of  judgments  then  entered  up, 
and  not  carryii^  interest,  until  the  same  shall  be  satisfied ;  and  such 
interest  may  be  levied  under  a  writ  of  execution  on  such  judgment 
That  section  contains  two  enactments,  under  the  first  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  interest,  under  the  circumstances,  from  the 
date  of  the  act  of  parliament ;  and  under  the  second  of  which  he 
was  entitled  to  enforce  his  claims  by  means  of  a  writ  of  seq.  fa.^  unless 
deprived  by  laches.    But  there  was  no  laches  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
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tiff.  He  was  not  called  upon  to  issue  the  second  writ  of  seq.fcuj 
whilst  earlier  sequestrators  than  his  were  in  possession ;  because,  until 
they  Vere  satisfied,  no  writ  issued  at  his  instigation  could  take  effect. 
The  court  would  not  have  granted  the  issue  of  the  writ  Watkins  v. 
Hartley,  5  DowL  &  L.  226. 

Willes  and  MiUsj  contrk  The  act  points  out  one  only  remedy  by 
which  the  interest  which  it  gives  to  a  judgment  creditor  can  be  re- 
covered, and  that  is  by  the  ordinary  writ  of  execution  which  issues  to 
enforce  the  judgment.  The  act  only  applies  when  interest  is  claimed 
by  that  writ  of  execution.  It  is,  therefore,  inapplicable  to  a  case  in 
which  not  only  was  the  judgment  entered  up  before  the  passing  of 
the  act,  but  also  the  writ  of  execution  was  issued  before  the  passing 
of  the  act  At  all  events,  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  authorize  the 
issue  of  a  second  writ  of  execution  to  levy  the  interest  alone. 
•  [  WioHTMAN,  J.    But  if  not,  what  remedy  is  there  for  the  inter^t  ?] 

If  it  be  held  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  abandoned  his  first  writ 
of  sequestration,  and  issued  another  for  debt,  costs,  and  interest,  yet 
it  does  not  follow  that  he  might  preserve  his  priority  over  other  credi* 
tors  by  means  of  his  earlier  and  insufficient  writ  for  debt  and  costs, 
and  also  come  for  a  new  writ  for  interest.  He  cannot  amend  the 
earlier  writ  to  the  injury  of  subsequent  sequestrators,  and  no  such 
thing  was  ever  heard  of  as  a  separate  remedy  for  interest  only.  Dixon 
V.  ParkeSj  1  Esp,  110,  note. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 
By  the  statute  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitied  to  claim  interest  on 
the  judgment  entered  up  before  the  passing  of  the  statute,  from  the 
commencement  of  the  statute.  It  would  be  rather  a  strong  thing  to 
hold,  that,  with  such  an  undoubted  claim  given  by  virtue  of  the  statute, 
the  plaintiff  had  no  remedy.  The  statute  says  that  the  remedy  for 
the  interest  shall  be  by  a  writ  of  execution  on  the  judgment  It  does 
not  say  by  what  writ,  but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it  may  not  be 
by  a  writ  of  seq.fa.  At  all  events,  we  cannot  say  that  the  judgment 
is  satisfied  whilst  it  can  be  made  to  appear  that  the  interest  upon  it, 
given  by  the  statute,  has  not  been  paid  in  one  way  or  another. 

Erle,  J.  I  am  quite  clear  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
oblige  the  plaintiff  to  enter  satisfaction  on  the  judgment  roll  The 
statute  expressly  gives  a  claim  for  interest  upon  a  judgment  entered 
up  before  the  passing  of  the  statute.  How  then  can  such  a  judg- 
ment be  satisfied  until  the  interest  is  paid  in  one  way  or  another  ?  I 
see  no  reason  why  there  should  not  be  a  separate  writ  of  execution 
for  the  interest  It  may  be  that  such  a  writ  is  unusual,  and  that  there 
is  no  such  writ  in  form.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  right  to  interest 
is  clear,  and  if  that  be  so,  since  forms  are  subservient  to  rights,  there 
must  be  a  remedy.  If  there  is  a  remedy,  clearly  the  judgment  is  not 
satisfied. 

Crompton,  J.     I  also  am  quite  clear  that  the  judgment  is  not  satis- 
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fied.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  under  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  interest  That  interest  is  not  paid.  It  seems  to  nie  that 
it  is  a  debt  on  the  land,  and  that  the  land  might  be  bound  by  elegit. 
But,  whatever  may  be  the  formal  remedy,  I  am  quite  clear  that  the 
judgment  is  not  satisfied. 

Rule  discharged. 


In  re  Stewart,  Treasurer  to  the  Commissioners  of  Birkenhead,  v. 

Jones.* 

NoTemb«r  8,  1852. 

Pavifig'^ate —  Action  in  Courts  at  Westminster '^  1  Vict.  c.  33,  s.  18— 
County  Court — Jurisdiction — 9  4*  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  58. 

Sect  18  of  Btat  1  Yict  c.  38,  (local  and  personal,  public),  anthorized  oommisBionen  to  paye 
the  streets  of  B.,  and  enacted  that  the  expenses  thereof  should  be  sued  for  "  in  any  of  her 
majesty's  coorts  of  record  at  Westminster:  — 

Held^  that  by  virtae  of  sect  58  of  stat  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  the  coonty  court  had  jurisdiction 
over  a  suit  founded  on  sect  18  of  stat  1  Vict  c  38. 

C.  Pollock  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  and  the 
judge  of  the  county  court  of  Cheshire,  holden  at  Birkenhead,  to 
show  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  issue,  and  why  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause  should  not  in  the  meantime  be  stayed.  It 
appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  plaint  was  sued  by  the  plaintiff, 
as  treasurer  to  the  commissioners  of  Birkenhead,  in  the  county  court 
of  Cheshire,  holden  at  Birkenhead,  to  recover  the  sum  of  8L  10s.  8d., 
being  the  defendant's  proportion  of  a  paving-rate  made  by  the  com- 
missioners under  and  by  virtue  of  stat  1  Vict.  c.  33,  Hocal  and  per- 
sonal, public),  intituled  ^'  An  act  to  amend  stat  3  WilL  4,  c  68,  inti- 
tuled *  An  act  for  paving,  lighting,  watching,  cleansing,  and  otherwise 
improving  the  township  or  chapelry  of  Birkenhead,  in  the  County 
Palatine  of  Chester,'  &c."  Sect  18  authorized  the  commissioners 
to  pave  the  streets,  and  declared  that  the  charges  thereof  should  be 
reimbursed  to  them  by  the  occupiers,  or  persons  in  possession,  or  the 
owners,  paying  a  proportionable  share  to  be  ascertained  by  the  com- 
missioners, and  enacted  as  follows:  —  '<  And  if  any  such  occupier,  or 
person  in  possession,  or  owner,  shall,  at  any  time,  refuse  or  neglect 
to  pay  such  proportion  of  the  said  charges  and  expenses  so  to  be 
ascertained  as  aforesaid,  the  same  shall  be  levied  by  distress  and  sale 
of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  such  occupier,  or  person  in  possession, 
or  owner,  in  like  manner  as  the  rates  hereinafter  directed  and  required 
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to  be  raised  and  levied  are  authorized  to  be  recovered,  or  shall,  and 
may,  be  sued  for  and  recovered,  together  with  fall  costs  of  suit,  ia 
any  of  her  majesty's  courts  of  record  at  Westminster."  It  was  ob- 
jected before  the  judge  that  the  plaint  was  founded  alone  on  that 
section,  and  therefore  the  county  court  had  not  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain it ;  but  the  judge  overruled  the  objection,  and  gave  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff.  The  question  is,  whether  the  countv  court  has  juris- 
diction over  this  cause,  which  is  founded  on  sect.  18  of  stat.  1  Vict. 
c33. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Where  new  rights  are  created  with  an 
appropriate  remedy,  that  remedy  is  exclusive.  See  Marshall  v.  Ni- 
choUsj  post  But  stat  1  Vict  c.  33,  was  passed  before  stat  9  &  10 
Vict  c.  95,  which  does  not  except  this  action  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  court] 

No  action  would  lie  to  recover  the  rate  in  question,  if  sect  18  had 
not  given  a  neht  of  action.  Some  statutes,  as  the  Apothecaries  Act, 
55  Geo.  3,  c.  194,  s.  36,  have  given  an  action  for  penalties  and  for- 
feitures in  any  of  the  courts  of  record  in  England  or  Wales ;  others, 
as  this  statute,  have  given  a  right  of  action  only  in  the  courts  at 
Westminster,  intending  that  the  matter  should  not  be  litigated  in  the 
local  courts,  because  there  was  a  local  reason  against  trying  the 
action  in  those  courts.  There  are  numerous  statutes  establishing 
local  courts,  in  some  of  which,  as  in  stat.  2  &  3  Vict  c.  85,  for  esta- 
blishing the  court  of  the  honor  of  Pontefract,  there  is  a  clause  enact- 
ing, that  nothing  in  the  act  shall  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  any  of  her 
majesty's  courts  at  Westminster.  Though  sect  3  of  stat  9  &  10 
Vict  c.  95,  makes  the  county  courts  courts  of  record,  it  does  not  take 
from  them  their  character  of  local  courts. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  That  section  is  not  the  limit  *  of  their 
jurisdiction.] 

Sect  58  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  county  court  in  '^  all  pleas  of  per- 
sonal actions  where  the  debt  or  damage  claimed  is  not  more  tiian 
20/."  In  Dwairis  on  Statutes,  p.  674, 1st  ed.,  p.  933,  2d  ed.,  it  is  said, 
"  The  law  does  not  favor  a  repeal  by  implication,  unless  the  repug- 
nance be  quite  plain,"  citing  Dr.  Fostet^s  case,  11  Rep.  63  a. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Stat  9  &  10  Vict  c  96,  is  not  a  repeal- 
ing act ;  it  is  a  remedial  act] 

In'  Owens  v.  Breese,  in  error,  6  Exch.  916 ;  s.  c.  4  Eng.  Rep.  636, 
it  was  held  that  the  county  courts  were  not  courts  of  record,  to  which 
a  writ  of  trial  under  stat  2  &  3  Will.  4,  a  42,  s.  17,  could  not  be 
directed. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  A  writ  of  trial  could  not  be  within  the 
meaning  of  the  legislature  in  passing  stat  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  because 
there  was  no  machinery  for  carrying  it  on.] 

[He  also  cited  WUliams  v.  Pritchard,  4  T.  R.  2.] 

7.  P.  'Diompson  appeared  to  show  cause  in  the  first  inststnce,  but 
was  not  heard. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.    The  able  argument  of  Mr.  Pollock,  and  the 
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authorities  which  he  has  cited,  only  confinn  the  impression  of  my 
mind  at  the  commencement  of  his  motion.  By  stat.  1  Vict,  a  33, 
an  action  of  debt  to  recover  this  rate  is  given  in  <*  s^ny  of  her  ma- 
jesty's courts  of  record  at  Westminster."  Sect.  8  of  the  subsequent 
statvite  (9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,)  gives  to  the  county  court  jurisdiction  "in 
all  pleas  of  personal  actions."  This  is  a  personal  action,  and  the  debt 
claimed  is  not  above  the  specified  amount.  It  comes  within  the 
general  words  of  the  enacting  clause,  and  it  Is  admitted  that  it  does 
not  come  within  the  exceptions  in  the  proviso.  There  is  nothing  to 
show  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  county  court 
should  not  have  jurisdiction  over  this  cause  of  action ;  and  it  is  much 
more  for  the  convenience  of  the  subject  that  for  so  small  a  demand 
he  should  have  a  remedy  in  the  local  court  An  argument  has  been 
framed  on  the  words  "courts  of  record  at  Westminster;"  but  it 
would  be  strange  to  make  a  distinction  between  a  cause  of  action 
given  in  these  courts  and  a  cause  of  action  given  in  courts  of  record 
generally. 

Coleridge,  J.  I  agree  with  Mr.  Pollock,  that  without  the  words 
in  sect  18  of  stat  1  Vict  c.  33,  which  give  the  alternative  of  an  action 
or  a  distress,  there  would  be  no  mode  of  recovering  the  rate  in  ques- 
tion by  action.  But  that  section  gives  a  right  of  action,  and  when  it 
is  enforced  it  is  a  plea  in  a  personal  action.  Sect  58  of  stat  9  &  10 
Vict  c.  95,  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  county  court  over  such  an  action ; 
and  there  is  a  proviso  specifically  making  some  exceptions,  all  of 
which  are  common  law  proceedings,  and  they  do  not  include  this 
action.  It  is  said  that  this  is  a  speofic  right  of  action  granted  locally, 
firom  which  it  is  inferred  that  it  was  intended  to  exclude  all  local  juris- 
diction ;  but  that  is  a  mere  assumption.  The  argument  on  the  other 
side  might  be,  that  the  words  "  courts  of  record  at  Westminster,"  in 
sect  18  of  stat  1  Vict  &  33,  were  inserted  because  there  was  no  local 
court  at  Birkenhead.  Neither  argument,  however,  is  of  much  weight 
We  must  be  guided  by  the  words  of  the  statute. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  This  is  a  question,  not  of  right,  but  of  remedy. 
The  action  would  be  for  debt;  and  by  sect  68  of  stat  9  &  10  Vict 
c  95,  for  enlarging  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  courts,  all  actions 
for  debt  which  might  be  brought  in  the  superior  courts  may  be  brought 
in  the  county  court  This  action  cannot  be  excepted  out  of  the  gene- 
ral words  of  that  section. 

Erle,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused. 


166  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852. 

Tajlor  V.  Warrington. 
'    BAIL  COURT. 

Taylor  v.  "WarbingtonJ 

May  6,  and  November  22,  1852. 

Distringas — Sheriffs  Fees, 

9 

A  levy  having  been  made  nnder  a  writ  of  distringas,  the  debt  and  costs  were  paid,  when  the 
sheriff  refused  to  return  the  40s.  issues  unless  he  was  allowed  "  a  discharge  fee "  of 
4s.  6rf. :  — 

Hdd,  that  the  sheriff  was  not  entitled  to  such  fee. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show  canae  why  a 
mle  of  this  court  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  an  order  of  Pat- 
terson, J.,  embodied  therein,  should  not  be  rescinded.  The  plaintiff 
had  commenced  an  action  against  the  defendant,  and  a  writ  of  dis- 
irifigas  had  been  issued,  under  which  a  levy  was  made  by  the  sheriff 
of  Middlesex  on  the  5th  August,  1851,  the  defendant  paying  the 
sheriff  405.  to  prevent  his  goods  being  taken.  Judgment  in  the  action 
had  gone  by  default,  and  subsequenfly  the  debt  and  costs  were  paid. 
The  defendant  then  applied  at  the  omce  of  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex 
for  a  return  of  the  4O5.,  but  he  was  told  that  he  must  obtain  a  judge's 
order.  He  accordingly,  on  the  3d  December,  1851,  obtained  an  order 
of  Patterson,  J.,  for  payment  of  ^  the  sum  of  40^.,  debt  and  costs 
having  been  paid."  This  order  was  served  at  the  sheriff's  office,  but 
payment  of  the  405.  was  refused  unless  a  sum  of  45.  %d.  was  allowed 
to  the  sheriff  as  <<  a  discharge  fee."  The  defendant  refused  to  consent 
to  this  deduction,  and  the  order  was,  on  the  3d  January  last,  made  *a 
rule  of  court,  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding  by  attachment  There 
had  been  a  change  of  sheriffs  after  the  issues  were  levied.  The  above 
rule  was  then  obtained. 

D.  D.  Keane  and  O.  Francis  showed  cause.  The  first  objection 
that  will  be  raised  to  this  order  is,  that  it  was  made  upon  the  wrong 
sheriffi  the  writ  of  distringas  having  been  executed  by  the  late  and 
not  by  the  present  sheriff.  This  turns  upon  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  37, 
8.  7,  by  which  it  is  enacted,  that  "  every  sheriff  of  any  county  shall, 
at  the  expiration  of  his  office,  make  out  and  deliver  to  the  new  or 
incoming  sheriff  a  true  and  correct  list  and  account,  under  his  hand, 
of  all  prisoners  in  his  custody,  and  of  all  writs  and  other  process  in 
his  hands  not  wholly  executed  by  him,  and  shall  thereupon  turn  over 
and  transfer  to  the  care  and  custody  of  the  said  incoming  sheriff  all 
such  prisoners,  writs,  and  process,"  &c  It  cannot  be  said  that  this 
writ  was  wholly  executed  by  the  late  sheriff.  Harrison  v.  Paynter^ 
6  M.  &  W.  887,  is  distinguishable.  There  it  was  held  that  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias  was  wholly  executed  by  the  service  and  sale  of  the  goods, 


1 16  Jar.  1046. 
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nothing  remaining  for  the  sheriff  to  do  but  pay  over  the  proceeds  to 
the  plaintiff.  Bat  a  writ  of  distringas  could  not  be  said  to  be  wholly 
executed  till  its  object,  namely,  the  appearance  of  the  defendant,  was 
accomplished.  The  issues  seised  by  the  sheriff  could  not  be  handed 
over  to  any  party  without  an  order  of  the  court ;  they  were  in  cusiO' 
did  legis.  Again  :  it  was  within  the  knowledge  of  the  present  sheriff 
whether  this  writ  had  been  actually  transferred  or  not ;  and  yet,  not- 
withstanding the  under  sheriff  and  his  clerk  have  both  made  affidavits, 
there  is  no  mention  whatever  of  this  fact. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  statute  says  the  sheriff  is  to  transfer  certain 
proceedings  not  wholly  executed.  Whether  there  has  been  an  entire 
execution  or  not  is  an  iifference  of  law.] 

In  Thomas  v.  Newnam^  2  Dowl.,  N.  S.,  33,  it  was  distinctly  denied 
that  the  writ  had  been  transferred.  Secondly,  the  sheriff  had  no 
right  to  demand  a  discharge  fee,  as  this  was  not  one  of  the  cases 
provided  for  in  the  table  of  fees,  as  settled  pursuant  to  the  1  Vict 
c.  65.  The  words  were,  "For  any  supersedeas^  order,  liberate,  or 
discharge  to  any  writ  or  process,  or  for  the  release  of  any  defendant 
in  custody,  (unless  in  the  prison  of  the  county),  or  of  goods  taken  in 

execution 4^.  6d"     The  writ  of  distringas  does  not  come 

within  either  of  these  denominations,  which  comprise  acts  of  a  judi- 
cial nature.  How  could  the  sheriff  discharge  this  writ  ?  It  should 
be  shewn  that  some  service  was  done  for  which  the  fee  was  payable. 
Again  ;  by  the  4th  section  of  stat.  10  Gteo*  3,  c.  50,  (a  statute  which 
applies  to  all  writs  of  distringas — see  iZofrofi  v.  Plaiston^  5  Burr. 
2726),  it  was  provided,  that  "  when  the  purpose  of  the  writ  is  an- 
swered, then  the  said  issues  shall  be  returned."  The  sheriff's  duty, 
therefore,  was  to  return  these  issues  without  any  deduction. 

Quainj  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  defendant  cannot  have  back 
these  issues  as  a  matter  of  right.  The  practice  is  laid  down  in 
1  Arch.  Prac.  182,  where  it  is  said  that  "  the  course  is  to  apply  to  the 
court  or  a  judge  to  have  them  back  on  paying  the  officer's  fees." 
The  court  has  power  to  put  a  defendant  under  terms' when  he 
applies  to  have  the  issues  restored.  Cazelet  v.  Dubois^  1  B.  &  P.  81. 
So,  in  Maaiin  v.  Townsendj  5  Burr.  2725,  where  rules  had  been  ob- 
tained for  selling  the  issues,  the  court  would  not  discharge  them  except 
upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  writs.  The  order  in  this  case  was 
obtained  ex  portent  and  the  sheriff  had  no  opportunity  of  appearing 
before  the  learned  judge  who  made  it,  and  showing  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  discharge  fee.  Had  he  done  so,  the  order  would  not 
have  been  for  the  whole  issues  to  be  returned.  1  Tidd's  Pr^c.  Ill ; 
Bound  V.  Vaughark^  2  Chit  36.  Harrison  v.  Pdynter  is  expressly  in 
point,  and  shows  that  the  order  should  have  been  made  upon  the 
late  sheriff. 

Our,  adv.  vuU. 

Nov.  22.  —  Crompton,  J.,  now  read  the  following  judgment  of 
Coleridge,  J.  This  was  a  case  in  which  405.  had  been  levied  by  the 
sheriff  on  a  distringas  to  compel  appearance;   the  defendant  had 
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subseqaently  appeared,  and  paid  the  debt  and  costs.  An  applica- 
tion had  been  made  for  the  repayment  of  the  40^.,  and  after  some 
delays  and  a  negotiation,  the  repayment  was  refused  unless  on  a 
payment  or  deduction,  by  way  of  fee,  of  4s.  6(L  This  was  refused, 
and  an  order  procured  for  the  repayment  of  the  40*.  The  present 
rule  was  to  set  aside  that  order.  It  was  said  that  the  defendant's 
claim  to  have  the  money  returned  could  not  be  supported  under  the 
10  Geo.  3,  c.  50,  on  which  it  was  made.  That  statute,  by  sect  3, 
after  enacting  that  the  court  may  order  the  issues  levied,  from  time 
to  time,  to  be  sold,  and  the  monev  arising  thereby  to  be  applied  to 
pay  such  costs  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  court  shall  think  just,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  to  order,  enacts  that  this  Surplus  shall  be  retained 
until  the  defendant  shall  have  appeared,  or  other  purpose  of  the  writ 
be  answered ;  and  sect  4  provides  that  when  the  purpose  of  the  writ 
is  answered,  then  the  said  issues  shall  be  returned,  or,  if  sold,  what 
shall  remain  of  the  money  arising  from  such  sale  shall  be  repaid  to 
the  party  distrained  upon.  The  case  of  Cazelet  v.  Dubois  was 
relied  on  as  showing  that  the  words  of  the  4th  section  must  be 
understood  with  reference  to  the  constant  jurisdiction  of  the  court ; 
on  which  ground,  in  that  case,  where,  a  party  having  stood  out,  issue 
had  been  levied  on  several  distringasesj  and  then,  having  appeared,  he 
had  applied  to  have  all  the  issues  returned,  the  court  would  only 
order  their  return  on  payment  of  costs,  undertakin  to  plead  instan* 
terj  and  take  short  notice  of  trial.  That  case  differs  much  in  its  facts 
from  the  present,  assuming  it  to  have  been  rightly  decided,  and,  at 
all  events,  could  only  be  an  authority  for  the  court  to  exercise  a 
discretion,  which,  in  the  case  of  an  undoubted  and  satisfactory  fee, 
it  might  exercise  in  favor  of  the«sheriff.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  purpose  of  the  writ  is  answered  when  the  defendant  has  appeared, 
although  it  has  not  been  returned  ;  and  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  party 
who  resists  the  plain  words  of  the  statute  to  satisfy  the  court  clearly 
of  the  sheriff's  right  to  the  fee.  Now,  this  fee  is  claimed,  and  can 
only  be  claimed,  as  authorized  by  the  table  prepared  by  the  judges, 
under  the  authority  of  the  1  Vict,  c  55,  s.  2 ;  and  in  that  table  will 
be  found  a  fee  of  4*.  6d.,  allowed  for  any  supersedeas  writ  of  course, 
liberate,  or  discharge  to  any  writ  or  process,  or  for  the  release  of  any 
defendant  in  custody,  unless  in  the  prison  of  the  county,  or  of  goods 
taken  in  execution."  The  release  of  issues  appears  to  me  neither  a 
discharge  to  a  writ  or  process,  nor  the  release  of  goods  taken  in  exe^ 
cution.  The  rule,  therefore,  will  be  discharged ;  and,  as  any  attempt 
to  set  up  an  unauthorized  fee  ought  to  be  checked,  and  this  is,  more* 
over,  in  opposition  to  the  order  of  a  learned  judge,  it  must  be  dis- 
charged with  costs. 

^       Rule  dischargedy  with  costs. 


COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH,  1852.  169 

Amies  v.  Kelsey. 


Amies  &  another  v.  Kelsey.^ 

Noyember  24  and  25,  1852. 

Patent,  Infringement  of —  Inspection  of  Machinery  — 15  SfW  Vict. 

c.  83,  s.  42. 

Under  the  42d  section  of  stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  which  empowers  a  conrt  of  common  law 
to  order  "  an  injunction,  inspection,  or  account"  in  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a 
patent,  an  inspection  of  machineiy  maj  be  granted. 

But  such  inspection  will  not  be  granted  as  of  course,  and  without  the  party  applying  for  it 
showing  at  least  that  it  is  material  and  really  wanted  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause. 

The  application  maj  be  made  before  declaration. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the 
plaintiffs  and  their  witnesses  should  not  have  an  inspection  of  the 
machinery  and  apparatus  employed  by  the  defendant  in  the  manu- 
facture of  braid,  and  which  was  alleged  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  an 
infringement  of  their  patent.  The  application  was  made  under  sect 
42  of  the  new  Patent  Law  Amendment  Act,  15  &  16  Vict,  c  83,^ 
and  was  founded  upon  affidavits  stating  the  title  of  the  plaintif&  to 
the  patent ;  the  infringement  by  the  defendant  in  making  and  selling 
a  similar  braid  to  that  which  was  produced  in  court ;  the  commence- 
ment of  an  action  for  such  infringement ;  an  application  to  inspect, 
and  a  refusal. 

Hindmarch  showed  cause.  The  policy  which  dictated  the  enact- 
ment under  which  this  application  had  been  made  was  to  place  a 
court  of  common  law  in  the  same  position  as  a  court  of  equity,  with 
regard  to  the  inspection  of  machinery,  and  to  enable  complete  justice 
to  be  done  by  one  and  the  same  tribunal.  If  this  be  so,  is  it  not 
also  to  be  intended  that  the  power  thus  conferred  upon  a  court  of 
common  law  is  to  be  exercised  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  adopted 
in  courts  of  equity  ?  First,  the  plaintiffs  have  come  prematurely,  as 
no  declaration  has  yet  been  delivered.  In  chancery  there  is  always 
a  bill  on  the  file  before  the  application  is  made. 

[Crompton,  J.  Surely  it  is  more  convenient  to  have  an  inspection 
before  the  declaration  is  prepared.  If  it  were  granted  after  declara- 
tion, an  amendment  would  be  allowed,  if  necessary,  and  that  would 
be  only  a  roundabout  way  of  obtaining  what  is  now  asked  for.] 


1  16  Jur.  1047. 

3  Sect  42  enacts,  that  "in  any  action  %  any  of  her  majesty's  superior  courts  of 
record  at  Westminster  and  in  Dublin,  for  tne  inuingement  of  letters-patent,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  pending,  if  the  court  be  then  sitting,  or  if 
Uie  court  be  not  sitting,  then  for -a  judge  of  such  court,  on  the  application  of  the  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  respecdvely,  to  make  such  order  for  an  injunction,  inspection,  or 
account,  and  to  give  such  direction  respecting  such  action,  injunction,  inspection,  and 
account,  and  the  proceedings  therdn  respectiyely,  as  to  such  court  or  judge  may  seem 
fit" 

VOL.  XIV.  15  • 
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Secondly,  there  is  no  sufficient  ground  laid  for  the  application. 
The  plaintifis  say  that  the  defendant  has  infringed  their  patent  by 
manufacturing  braid,  and  they  produce  some  of  the  braid  in  court,  so 
that  they  have  all  they  want.  It  does  not  matter  what  machinery  is 
used  to  produce  the  result,  and  therefore  they  cannot  require  an 
inspection. 

[Crompton,  J.  They  say  they  believe  that  you  make  the  braid  by 
their  machinery,  or  by  an  equivalent] 

Webster^  (who  appeared  in  support  of  the  rule),  stated  that  the 
specification  set  out  in  the  affidavits,  showed  that  the  patent  was  not 
only  for  the  manufacture  of  the  bra^d,  but  also  for  the  machinery  used 
for  that  purpose.  Courts  of  equity  are  very  careful  how  they  grant 
this  application ;  for  it  is  extremely  inconvenient  to  a  manufacturer 
to  have  to  expose  his  premises  and  machinery  to  the  inspection  of 
others.  In  chancery,  after  the  bill  is  filed,  notice  of  motion  is  given 
for  an  interlocutory  injunction,  and  affidavits  are  used 'on  both  sides 
as  to  the  novelty,  &c.,  of  the  invention;  and  then  the  court  have  the 
materials  before  them  whereon  to  decide. 

[Crompton,  J.  How  can  I  go  into  the  question  of  infringement  or 
no  infringement  upon  affidavits  ?] 

There  should  be  a  prima  facie  case.  There  are  not  above  three  or 
four  instances  in  which  such  inspection  has  been  granted  in  chancery. 
They  are  all  collected  in^Webster's  Patent  Cases.  Under  the  new 
Eviaence  Act,  courts  of  common  law  require  strong  and  clear  grounds 
to  be  laid  before  them  before  they  grant  an  inspection  of  documents. 
Pepper  v.  Chambers,  16  Jur.  19  ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  589.  Here  there 
is  no  allegation  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot  safely  proceed  to  trial  with- 
out an  inspection.  Then  does  the  word  "inspection"  in  the  act 
apply  to  machinery  ?  The  chief  reason  for  supposing  that  it  does  is, 
that  it  is  found  in  company  with  "  injmiction"  and  "account,"  which 
were  its  associates  in  chancery. 

[Crompton,  J.  I  think  the  act  extends  to  an  inspection  of  ma- 
chinery.] 

• 

Webster,  in  support  of  the  rul^.  The  41st  and  42d  sections  of  the 
act  show  the  necessity  of  making  this  application,  and  the  propriety 
of  making  it  at  this  time.  By  sect  41  a  plaintiff  is  to  deliver  parti- 
culars of  breaches  with  his  declaration.  In  Hindmarch  on  Patents, 
347,  it  is  said,  "  When  the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  obtain  clear  and 
satisfactory  proof,  without  inspection  of  the  defendant's  machinery  or 
premises,  the  court  will  order  an  inspection  by  proper  persons,  to  be 
named  in  the  order." 

•  [Crompton,  J.  What  part  of  mux  affidavit  *shows  that  you  cannot 
obtain  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  without  inspection?  I  quite 
agree  in  thinking  that  this  is  no  light  matter  which  you  request] 

There  is  no-  such  distinct  allegation,  but  it  may  be  inferred  from 
what  we  state  as  to  the  nature  of  the  patent  If  inspection  be  not 
granted,  our  particulars  of  breaches  will  be  wider,  and  the  expense  of 
witnesses  greater,  than  they  would  otherwise  be.     The  other  side 
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does  not  make  any  affidavit  of  merits,  or  state  any  difficulty  in  the 
way  of  an  inspection. 

SRndmarch  said  that  he  was  willing  to  admit  an  infringement  by 
sale  of  the  braid. 

Our.  adv.  vulL 

Nov.  25.     Crompton,  J.     This  was  an  application  mider  the  42d 
section  of  the  new  Patent  Act,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  for  an  inspection 
by  the  plaintiffs  and  their  witnesses  of  the  machinery  and  apparatus 
employed  by  the  defendant  in  the  manufacture  alleged  to  be  an  in- 
fringement of  the  plaintiffs'  patent     The  motion  was  founded  on 
affidavits  of  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  patent,  of  the  infringe- 
ment by  the  defendant  in  maJdng  and  selling  a  similar  article  to  that 
produced  by  the  plaintiffs,  of  the  buying  the  article,  and  of  an  appli- 
cation and  refusal  to  be  allowed  to  inspect     Two  objections  were 
made  by  Mr.  Hindmarch  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.     It  was  said, 
in  the  first  place,  that  the  application  was  premature,  the  plaintiffs 
not  having  yet  declared.     I  see  no  reason  for  limiting  an  inspection, 
under  the  statute,  to  the  period  of  the  declaration.     There  is  no  such 
limitation  in  the  enactment,  which  is  general,  and  applicable  where- 
ever  an  action  is  pending ;  and  an  inspection  may  frequently  be  desir- 
able or  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  declaring.     It  was  said,  in  the 
second  place,  that  no  case  for  an  inspection  is  made  out  on  these 
affidavits.     It  was  agreed  by  both  sides  that  the  object  of  the  statute 
is  to  enable  the  court  of  law  to  give  such  an  inspection  of  the  ma- 
chinery as  a  court  of  equity  would  give;  and  it  was  urged  for  the 
defendant  that  it  was  by  no  means  of  course  in  equity  to  grant  an 
inspection.     On  the  part  of  the  plaintifis,  Mr.  Webster  cited  the  pas- 
sage from  Mr.  Hindmarch's  book,  where  it  is  said  that  "  where  there 
is  strong  primd  facie  evidence  that  the  defendant  is  infringing,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  unable  to  obtain  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  without 
inspection  of  the  defendant's  machinery  or  premises,  the  court  will 
order  an  inspection  by  proper  persons,  to  be  named  in  the  order."     It 
was  stated  that  the  instances  of  courts  of  equity  interfering  by  order- 
ing an  inspection  were  by  no  means  of  every  day  occurrcQce.     It  is 
not  necessary,  however,  in  the  present  case,  to  consider  what  a  court 
of  equity  would  do  in  such  cases,  nor  how  far  this  court  is  to  be 
guided  in  granting  inspection  under  the  new  statute  by  what  would 
be  done  in  equity,  nor  to  consider  what  case  the  party  applying  for 
such  inspection  must  make  out;  because  I  think  —  and  I  am  strength- 
ened in  that  opinion  by  the  passage  cited —  that  an  inspection  ought 
not  to  be  granted  entirely  as  of  course,  and  without  the  party  apply- 
ing for  it  showing,  at  least,  that  it  is  material  and  really  wanted  for, 
the  purposes  of  the  cause.     On  thifee  affidavits  there  is  no  suggestion 
of  the  information  to  be  gained  by  an  inspection  being  necessary, 
material,  or  even  desirable,  or  of  its  being  really  wanted.     As  the 
plaintiffs  may  be  able,  either  now,  or  at  a  subsequent  stage  of  the 
case,  to  supply  these  defects,  or  to  make  a  case  entitling  them  to  the 
inspection  prayed,  and  as  this  is  the  first  discussion  on  the  subject,  I 
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B^inA  V.  Street 


think  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged,  without  prejudice  to  the 
plaintiffs  renewing  their  application  on  amended  affidavits. 

Rule  discharged. 


Regina  t;.  Street.^ 

May  29,  1852. 

Audit  of  Overseers^  Accotmts  —  Stat.  7  4*  8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  35  —  Costs 

of  LUigation  —  Sanction  of  Vestry. 

The  auditor  of  the  accounts  of  oyeraeers  disallowad  a  sum  which  was  part  of  die  costs 
of  defending  an  appeal  by  a  railway  company  against  a  poor-rate  to  which  the  company 
were  assessed,  and  stated  the  following  reasons  for  his  disallowance :  —  "  First,  that  the 
overseers  ought,  prior  to  incurring  those  expenses,  to  hare  summoned  a  vestry  and  taken 
the  opinion  of  the  inhabitants  as  to  the  propriety  of  doing  so.  Secondly,  that  after  the 
quarter  sessions  had  reduced  the  assessment,  subject  to  a  case,  the  overseen  ought  to  have 
summoned  a  vestry  and  taken  the  opinion  of  the  inhabitants  on  the  propriety  of  proceed- 
ing with  the  case."  On  the  bringing  up  of  the  disallowance  of  the  auditor,  under  sect.  35 
of  8tat7  &8  Vict  c.  101:  — 

Held  J  that  the  overseers  having  acted  bondfik,  and  not  improvidently,  both  in  contesting  the 
appeal  and  in  abandoning  the  case  reserved,  the  disallowance  was  wrong. 

Rule  calling  upon  the^auditor  of  a  poor-law  audit  district,  formed 
under  sect.  32  of  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101,  which  included  the  parish 
of  Ringwood,  in  Hampshire,  to  show  cause  why  the  disallowance  in 
the  account  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  Ringwood  for  the  year 
1848,  by  the  auditor  of  the  said  district,  of  the  sum  of  73/.,  should 
not  be  quashed.  The  sum  of  73L  was  part  of  the  costs  of  defending 
an  appeal  by  a  railway  company  against  a  poor-rate  to  which  the 
company  were  assessed.  A  certiorari  having  been  issued  to  the  audi- 
tor, under  sect.  35  of  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c  101,  to  state  his  reasons  for 
disallowing  that  sum,  he  stated  the  following :  —  First,  that  the  over- 
seers ought,  prior  to  incurring  any  of  those  expenses,  to  have  sum- 
moned a  vestry  and  taken  the  opinion  of  the  inhabitants  as  to  the 
propriety  of  doing  so.  Secondly,  that  after  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  had  reduced  the  assessment,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  overseers  ought,  as  soon  as  prac- 
ticable, to  have  summoned  a  vestry  and  taken  the  opinion  of  the 
inhabitants  on  the  propriety  of  proceeding  with  the  case  reserved,  and 
as  to  the  amount  at  which  the  company  should  be  assessed.  It  ap- 
peared from  the  affidavits,  that  in  July,  1847,  before  the  overseers, 
whose  accounts  were  in  question,  came  into  office,  a  vestry  meeting 
was  held  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  dispute  which  had  then 
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arisen  between  the  railway  company  and  the  parish,  and  at  that  vestry 
meeting  it  was  resolved  to  rate  the  company  at  A16L  per  mile,  mak- 
ing  the  sum  at  which  they  were  rated  2,708t  In  December  following, 
application  was  made  by  the  then  overseers  to  the  poor-law  board  for 
information  as  to  the  mode  in  which  they  should  assess  the  railway 
company,  but  the  poor-law  board  declined  to  give  the  required  infor- 
mation, and  referred  the  parish  officers  to  the  proper  tribunal  for  decid- 
ing those  questions.  On  the  24th  December,  another  vestry  was 
summoned,  and  at  that  meeting  it  was  resolved,  that,  unless  the  com- 
pany would  consent  to  be  assessed  at  2,000/.,  the  overseers  should 
take  proceedings  to  enforce  a  rate  at  that  amount  In  the  rates  made 
in  1848,  by  the  overseers  for  that  year,  whose  accounts  were  in  ques- 
tion, the  company  were  accordingly  assessed  at  that  amount,  and 
against  those  rates  the  company  appealed.  The  quarter  sessions 
reduced  the  ratable  value  of  the  railway  from  2,0002.  to  300/.,  subject 
to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  but  that 
case  was  not  proceeded  with,  it  beisg  ultimately  agreed  between  the 
overseers  and  the  railway  company,  that  the  company  should  be 
assessed  at  450/.  ratable  value,  and  the  rate  be  altered  accordingly. 
After  the  audit,  which  was  concluded  in  June,  1849,  a  vei^try  meeting 
was  called,  and  the  expenses  in  question  were  sanctioned  by  the 
inhabitants. 

Collier  showed  cause.  Parish  officers  are  not  entitled  to  the  costs 
.of  contesting  an  appeal,  unless  they  consult  the  vestry  and  obtain 
their  concurrence. 

[CoLERmoE,  J.  The  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held,  that  if  the 
costs  were  impxovidently  incurred  by  the  .overseers,  'they  would  not 
be  allowed,  are  against  vou.  The  overseers  .may  make  a  rate  with- 
out the  vestry,  and  in  this  they  differ  from  the  churchwardens  in  the 
case  of  a  church-rate.] 

In  Regina  v.  Fouch^  2  Q.  B.  308,  it  was  held,  that  the  special  sessions 
had  acted  rightly  in  disallowing  the  costs  of  contesting  an  appeal 
against  a  rate  which  was  indefensible. 

[Cromptox,  J.  In  that  case  it  must  be  teken  that  the  justices 
thought  that  the  proceedings  of  the  overseers  were  wrong :  here  the 
auditor  in  effect  says,  that  however  right  the  overseers  were,  they 
ought  to  have  summoned  a  vestry  and  obtained  their  consent 

Coleridge,  J.     The  difference  in  the  amount  is  nothing.] 

In  Regina  v.  Uie  Great  Western  Railway  Company^  in  re  Bumham 
Rates  J 13  Q.  B.  327 ;  13  Jur.  652,  it  was  held,  that  the  costs  of  a  liti- 
gation in  support  of  fates  irregularly  made,  which  in  the  opinipn  of 
the  court  was  unnecessary  and  improper,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
the  overseers,  although  they  were  incurred  bondfide^  under  the  advice 
of  counsel,  with  the  sanction  of  the  vestry. 
.  [He  also  cited  Rex  v.Gwyer,  2  Ad.  &  El.  216.] 

Polden^  contra,  was  not  heard.  , 
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Coleridge,  J.^  Under  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c,  101,  which  directs  the 
audit  of  the  accounts  of  the  overseers,  any  party  has,  under  sect.  35, 
a  right  to  call  upon  the  auditor  to  state  his  reasons  for  allowing  or 
disallowing  any  items,  and  the  question  on  the  bringing  up  of  the 
allowance  or  disallowance  by  writ  of  certiorari^  under  sect.  35,  is  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  reasons  assigned  by  him ;  what  may  be  said 
either  on  the  right  hand  or  on  the  left  hand  of  that  question  is  not  to 
be  regarded. 

In  this  case  the  auditor  states  two  grounds.  The  first  is,  that  prior 
to  incurring  any  of  the  costs  in  question,  the  overseers  ought  to  have 
called  a  vestry  meeting,  and  taken  the  opinion  of  the  inhabitants. 
There  is  not  a  word  expressing  an  opinion  that  what  they  did  was 
improper  or  wrong,  and  we  are  not  to  presume  against  them.  The' 
simple  question  is,  whether  the  parish  officers  must  in  all  cases  go 
through  the  form  of  calling  a  vestry  to  sanction  them  in  defending 
an  appeal  against  a  rate,  and  whether,  if  they  do  not,  though  they 
have  acted  prudentiy  in  the  mattes,  they  are  not  to  receive  from  the 
parish  those  expenses  which  cannot  be  obtained  from  the  appellants 
if  the  sessions  do  not  give  full  costs.  No  case  has  gone  that  length, 
and  it  is  obvious  that  many  circumstances  may  exist  to  render  such 
a  course  unnecessary. 

[His  lordship  stated  the  facts.] 

The  auditor 'was  not  satisfied  that  the  parish  had  changed  its  mind 
since  the  resolution  in  the  vestry  that  the  cbmpany  should  be  assessed 
at  2,000/.,  which  was  not  an  arbitrary  sum,  but  calculated  at  so  much 
per  mile,  and  that  unless  they  would  consent  to  that,  th^  overseers 
should  take  proceedings  to  enforce  a  rate  at  that  amount.  When 
these  overseers  came  into  office  the  matter  had  been  ^^ted,  and  their 
line  of  conduct  had  been  chalked  out  by  the  vestry ;  and  in  this  state 
of  things  there  is  good  reason  for  believing  that  the  calling  another 
meeting  would  have  been  a  mere  formal  proceeding.  Therefore,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  such  misconduct  m  the  overseers 
before  they  defended  the  appeal  as  should  deprive  them  of  costs ;  and 
therefore  the  first  ground  of  disallowance  fails. 

As  to  the  second  ground  of  disallowance.  The  quarter  sessions 
reduced  the  rate,  subject  to  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  court.  'After 
that  the  overseers  do  not  blindly  incur  further  expense  in  litigation, 
but  negotiate  with  the  company,  and  succeed  in  getting  the  rate 
raised  from  300/.  to  450/.  Then  it  is  said  that  there  was  a  wanton 
abandonment  of  the  case  which  had  been  reserved,  or  at  any  rate  that 
they  should  have  obtained  the  sanction  of  the  vestiy  before  they 
abandoned  it ;  but  it  is  not  pretended  that  they  acted  maid  fide  or 
improvidentiy  in  compromising  the  case. 

The  cases  cited  are  distinguishable.  Regina  v.  Fouch^  2  Q.  B.  308, 
was  decided  on  a  different  act  of  parliament,  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c 
76,  s.  47,  and  the  court  thought  that  there  was  actual  tnisconduct  in 
the  overseers  in  defending  the  appeal.    In  Regina  v.  The  Great  Western 
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Railway  Company y  in  re  Bumham  Eates^  13  Q.  B||327 ;  13  Jur. 
652,  informal  rates,  having  been  made  and  appealea  against,  were 
quashed  on  a  friendly  appeal,  which  the  court  does  not  approve,  and 
the  new  rates  ma{le  in  liea  thereof,  were  appealed  against,  and  the 
order  of  sessions  confirming  them  was  quashed  by  this  court 

Crompton,  J.  As  to  the  first  reason  assigned  by  the  auditor,  no 
authority  or  statute  has  been  cited  to  show  that  the  fact  of  the  over- 
seers not  consulting  the  vestry  before  defending  an  appeal  against  a 
rate,  is  a  ground  for  disallowing  the  costs  of  the  appeal.  It  is,  indeed, 
better,  as  a  matter  of  safety,  that  they  should  do  so.  Here  they 
knew  what  the  mind  of  the  vestry  was.  The  second  reason  is  worse 
than  the  first. 

Rule  absolute. 


COUNTY  COURT  APPEAL. 

RooKE  &  another  v.  Thb  Midland  Railway  Company.^ 

December  1,  1852. 

Trover  —  Railway  Company ^  Conversion  by. 

* 

r 
The  nlaintiffs  intrast  goods  to  the  Y.  and  N.  M.  Railway  Company  to  be  conveyed  from  H. 
to  N.  The  goods  arrive  at  N.,  the  defendants'  station,  by  the  A.  Bailway,  belong^g  to  an 
intermediate  company.  The  plaintiffs  demand  them  of  the  deftndants,  offering  to  pay 
any  charges  or  lien,  bat  the  defendants  refose  to  deliver  them  up,  upon  the  gronnd  fhat  by 
an  agreement  with  the  A.  company,  the  latter  had  no  right  to  brine  snch  goods  to  the  de- 
fendants* station,  and  insist  npon  &eir  being  taken  back  to  the  A.  Bne :  — 

Heldf  that  the  defendants  were  liable  in  trover  for  the  goods ;  that  the  detention  of  them  by 
the  defendants,  after  a  demand  imule«pon  their  station-master,  was  sufficient  evidence  of 
a  conversion;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have  their  goods,  though  brought  by 
mistake  or  without  right  on  the  premises  of  the  defendants. 

SemhUy  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show,  when  they  demanded  the  goods,  that 
they  had  paid  all  charges  of  the  other  companies,  or  to  produce  an  authority  from  those 
companies  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods. 

This  was  an  action  ot  trover,  tried  in  the  county  court  of  Notting- 
hamshire, holden  at  Nottingham.  The  plaintiffs,  who  resided  and 
carried  on  the  business  of  joiners  at  Nottingham,  purchased  some  tim- 
ber at  Hull,  and  it  was  delivered,  by  their  direction,  to  the  York  and 
North  Midland  Railway  Company,  to  be  forwarded  to  the  plaintiffs. 
At  the  trial,  the  timber  was  proved  to  be  in  the  possession  of  the 
defendants,  at  their  station  at  Nottingham,  bu^  no  evidence  was  given 
to  show  how  it  came  there.  The  foUowing  letter,  however,  from  the 
agent  and  general  goods  manager  of  the  defendants,  addressed  to  the 
secretary  of  the  Ambergate,  Nottingham,  and  Boston  and  Eastern 
Junction  Railway  Company,  respecting  the  timber,  was  produced  by 
the  plaintiffs :  — 
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^^  Sir,  —  I  have  to  infonn  you  that  the  nnderstated  goods  have 
arrived  at  this  station  by  your  line,  and  not  being  included  in  ihe 
agreement  under  which  the  use  of  this  station  is  jto  be  afforded  to 
your  company  in  regard  to  the  traffic  of  the  line,  this  company  can- 
not undertake  the  delivery  thereof,  and  I  am  instructed,  therefore,  to 
require  that  the  said  goods  shall  be  taken  back  again. 

"John  Ashworth." 

[Here  followed  a  list  of  the  goods  in  question.] 

Several  attenipts  were  made  by  the  plaintiffs  to  obtain  the  timber 
from  the  Nottingham  station;  and  ultimately  a  written  demand  was 
served  upon  the  defendants,  stating  that  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  and 
willing  to  pay  any  lawful  lien  or  claim  the  defendants  might  have  upon 
the  timber  for  carriage  or  otherwise.  The  plaintiffs  attended  at  the  Not- 
tingham station,  pursuant  to  their  written  demand,  to  receive  the  timber 
ana  to  learn  the  amount  of  the  charges,  when  they  were  referred  by  the 
station-master  to  one  M'Craith,  another  servant  of  the  defendants. 
Ademai^d  of  the  timber  was  then  made  upon  M'Craith,  the  plaintiffs 
stating  their  willingness  both  to  him  and  the  station-master  to  pay 
any  charges  the  defendants  might  have  upon  the  timber.  Some  of 
the  timber  was  taken  by  the  plaintiffs'  servant  out  of  the  warehouse 
of  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  being  conveyed  away,  when,  by 
the  direction  of  M'Craith,  other  servants  of  the  defendants  carried 
th!!  timber  so  removed  back  again  into  the  defendants'  warehouse, 
M'Craith  stating  that  he  was  ordered  by  Ashworth  (the  agent  and 
goods  manager  above  referred  to)  not  to  let  the  timber  go,  and  that 
they  could  only  have  it  by  taking  the  same  back  again  to  the  first 
station  on  the  Ambergate  line  of  railway,  a  distance  of  five  miles  from 
the  defendants'  station  at  Nottingham.  At  the  trial,  it  was  contended 
by  the  defendants'  counsel  that  the  plaintiffs  must  be  nonsuited,  as 
there  was  no  evidence  of  a  conversion ;  that  the  refusals  given  to  the 
demands  at  the  Nottingham  station  were  not  such  refusals  as  were 
even  evidence  of  a  conversion.  The  judge  overruled  these  objections, 
stating  that  he  considered  there  was  evidence  of  a  conversion,  and 
gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs.  Against  this  judgment  the  defend- 
ants appealed. 

Mellor,  (with  him  Giffard),  for  the  appellants.  First,  the  refusal 
to  deliver  up  the  goods  was  a  qualified  refusal,  and  one  that  was  rea- 
sonable under  the  circumstances;  it  did  not,  therefore,  amount  to 
evidence  of  a  conversion.  It  must  be  assumed  from  the  case,  that 
these  goods,  having  beeq  originally  sent  by  the  York  and  North  Mid- 
land Railway,  came  on  the  Ambergate  line,  and  by  the  latter  were 
sent  on  the  Midland  Railway  to  Nottingham. 

[Coleridge,  J.  Suppose  the  goods  were  trespassing  on  the  de- 
fendants' station;  the  plaintiffs  say  they  are  willing  to  pay  the  amount 
of  any  lien  upon  them ;  are  they  not  entitled  to  have  them  ?] 

The  Midland  Railway  Company  may  have  no  lien  on  them,  and 
yet  not  be  entitled  to  deliver  them,  as  the  other  companies  over  whose 
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lines  they  had  passed  might  have  charges  for  the  conveyance.  The 
plaintiffs  shonld  have  produced  an  authority  from  the  other  compa- 
nies  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods.  Secondly,  there  is  no  evidence  of 
a  conversion  by  the  defendants.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
have  gone  to  Ashworth,  the  goods  manager,  and  made  the  demand 
upon  him. 

[Coleridge,  J.  There  was  a  written  demand  made  on  the  company 
themselves.] 

Yes,  but  not  served  upon  the  manager,  who  is  the  only  person  who 
could  make  the  company  responsible.  There  is  merely  a  demand  and 
refusal,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  company  set  up  any  title  in 
themselves;  they  merely  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  the  goods  for  a 
temporary  purpose.  The  mere  statement  of  M'Craith  is  no  evidence 
against  the  company,  as  it  does  not  appear  he  had  the  authority  of 
the  company  for  refusing  to  deliver  the  timber.  Porthonia  v.  VaW' 
soHy  Holt,  383.  In  Olover  v.  The  London  and  North  Western  Railway 
Company^  5  Exch.  66,  it  was  held  that  a  director  himself  could  not 
bind  the  company.  Smith  v.  7%e  Birmingham  Gas  Company^  1  Ad. 
&  EL  526. 

rCoLERiDOE,  J.     In  this  case  the  company  have  kept  the  articles.] 

There  is  no  evidence  that  M'Craith  was  authorized  by  the  company 
to  bind  them,  so  as  to  render  them  liable  in  this  action.  This  was  not 
a  tortuous  refusal  Thirdly,  the  plaintiffs  have  not  shown  that  they 
were  entitled  then  and  there  to  the  goods. 

WilleSy  for  the  respondents,  was  not  called  upon. 

Coleridge,  J.  This  judgment  must  be  af&rmed.  There  is  abundant 
evidence  of  a  conversion.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  action  to  say  that 
there  must  be  a  conversion  by  somebody  to  his  own  use.  Here  was 
clearly  a  detention  of  the  plaintiffs'  goods  for  the  purposes  of  the 
party  detaining  them.  A  demand  certainly  is  not  conclusive,  as  it 
may  be  surrounded  by  circumstances  which  might  justify  the  refusal, 
and  therefore  not  amount  to  a  conversion.  But  here,  in  consequence 
of  some  breach  of  an  agreement  between  themselves  and  somebody 
else,  the  defendants  choose  to  detain  the  plaintiffs'  goods.  The  de- 
tention was  proved,  and  that  in  itself  is  evidence  of  a  conversion. 
Moreover,  the  plaintiffs  tender  to  the  station-master  the  amount  of 
any  damages  the  company  may  have  sustained,  or  of  charges  they 
may  have  in  respect  of  the  goods.  What  can  affect  them  if  this  will 
not  do  it  ?  The  plaintiffs  go  to  the  station-master,  and  if  anybody 
was  to  bind  the  company,  surely  he  was.  The  station-master  refers 
them  to  M'Craith,  and  therefore,  for  this  purpose,  M'Craith  would  be 
in  the  same  position  as  the  station-master,  and  plainly  bound  the  de- 
fendants by  his  refusal,  and  moreover  by  his  act  of  taking^the  goods 
back  again  from  the  possession  of  the  plaintiffs. 

Erle,  J.  When  the  goods  arrived  at  Nottingham  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  have  the  goods  delivered  to  them ;  they  demanded 
them,  and  they  were  refused.     This  wfis  a  conversion,  unless  the  de- 
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fendants  can  justify  their  refusal.  They  say,  '^  The  goods  were  brought 
to  our  station  by  the  Ambergate  Railway  Company— -an  intermediate 
line,  which  has  no  right  to  send  such  goods  to  our  station ; "  and  they, 
therefore,  insist  that  the  Ambergate  Railway  should  take  them  back 
to  the  part  which  belongs  to  that  company.  The  plaintiffs  clearly 
have  a  right  to  have  their  goods,  though  brought  by  mistake,  or 
without  right,  on  the  defendants'  premises,  upon  their  paying  any 
charges  they  may  have  against  them  in  respect  of  them. 

Judgment  affirmed^  with  costs. 


BAIL  COURT. 

Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire.^ 

NoTember  22  and  25,  1852. 

Quarter  Sessions — Rules  of  Practice  —  Discretion  of  Justices  — 

Mandamus. 

The  discretion  of  justices  in  enforcing  a  role  of  sessions,  which  is  not  invalid  or  unreason- 
able, will  not  be  interfered  with.* 

The  sessions  of  D.  had,  as  it  was  alleged,  a  role  bj  which  appeals  could  not  be  entered  ato 
the  day  preceding  the  first  dav  of  the  sessions,  except  b^  leaye  of  the  court.  G.  had  glTen 
the  necessaiy  notices,  but  had  not  entered  his  appeal  in  accordance  with  the  above  rale. 
On  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  a  special  application  was  made  to  the  court  to  allow  him 
to  enter  the  appeal,  which  was  refused :  — 

Edd,  that  although  the  court  would  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the  sessions  where  a 
distinct  rule  of  practice  was  shown  to  exist,  yet,  as  it  did  not  distinctly  appear  upon  the 
affidayits  what  tne  rule  of  practice,  really  was,  or  how  far  it  had  been  acted  upon,  a  man- 
dcmua  might  go. 

A  RULE  had  been  obtained  calling  upon  the  justices  of  Derbyshire 
to  show  cause  why  a  numdamus  should  not  issue  commanding  them 
to  hear  an  appeal  against.a  conviction.  James  Green  had  been  con- 
victed under  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  83,  (the  Vagrant  Act),  and  against  this 
conviction  he  had  given  the  necessary  notices,  and  had  entered  into 
the  usual  recognizances  for  prosecuting  an  appeal.  The  sessions 
began  upon  Tuesday,  the  19th  October,  but  it  was  the  practice  of  the 
sessions  to  transact  only  certain  county  business  on  the  first  day,  and 
to  adjourn  the  general  business  to  the  second  day,  Wednesday.  On 
the  morning  of  the  latter  day  the  appellant's  attorney  applied  to  the 
clerk  of  tljje  peace  to  enter  the  appeal ;  but  he  was  told,  that  accord- 
ing to  the  rule  of  the  sessions,  the  appeal  should  have  been  entered 
on  the  previous  day.     A  special  application  was  made  to  the  court  to 

1 16  Jar.  1071.    Coram  Cromptozt,  J. 
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allow  the  appeal  to  be  entered,  but  they  refused  to  interfere,  and  the 
appeal  was  c^Dsequently  not  heard*  The  appellant  had  been  sen- 
tenced to  three  months'  imprisonment 

Boden  showed  cause.  The  court  will  not  interfere  with  the  sessions 
in  carrying  out  their  rules  of  practice.  In  Rez  v.  l^ie  Justices  of 
Wiltshire^  10  East,  404,  the  rule  of  practice  upon  which  the  justices 
acted  in  refusing  to  hear  the  adjourned  appeal  had  been  made  only 
two  sessions  before,  and  then  first  acted  upon,  and  was  not  known  to 
the  appellant's  attorney.  But  here  the  rale  was  iiiade  in  1830,  and 
although  the  appellant's  attorney  had  sworn  that  he  was  unacquainted 
with  the  rule,  yet  if  he  had  taken  the  trouble  of  referring  to  the  gidyer- 
tisements  in  the  county  papers  he  might  have  seen  what  was  the 
practice  of  the  sessions.  In  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Lancashire^  7  B. 
&  Cr.  691,  the  circumstances  were  the  same  as  those  of  Rex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Wiltshire.  In  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Surrey^  3  N%w  Sess. 
Cas.  531,  the  court  interfered,  but  only  upon  the  ground  that  the 
sessions  had  made  a  rule  requiring  conditions  distinct  frdtn  and  in 
addition  to  the  steps  required  by  law.  In  Regirut  v.  The  Justices  of 
Monmouthshire^  3  Dowl.  310,  Patterson,  J.,  said,  "  If  the  court  in  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Wiltshire  means  only  that  we  might 
interfere  where  there  is  no  rule,  it  is  quite  right ;  if  it  means  that  We 
are  to  interfere  in  all  cases  where  there  is  an  existing  rule,  I  should 
have  considerable  doubt."  The  sessions  had  a  perfect  right  to  make 
this  rule ;  and  so  far  from  its  being  unreasonable,  so  as  to  make  it  an 
illegal  rule,  it  appears  from  the  affidavit  that  it  was  quite  reasonable. 
This  court  will  not  interfere  with  the  discretionary  power  of  the  ses- 
sions. Rex  V.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire^  5  B.  & 
Ad.  667. 

Huddlestone,  in  support  of  the  rule.  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Mon- 
mouthshire and  Regina  v.  T^e  Justices  of  Montgomeryshire^  2  New  Sess. 
Cas.  78,  are  cases  in  which  the  rule  of  practice  was  one  in  reference 
to  the  adjournment  of  an  appeal ;  and  there  was  nothing  so  peculiar 
in  those  cases  as  to  induce  the  court  to  interfere.  The  rule  of  the 
sessions  is  one  which  cannot  be  supported. 

[Crompton,  J.*  Can  you  show  me  that  I  have  the  power  to  inter- 
fere with  the  mode  in  which  the  justices  have  exercised  their  discre- 
tion ?] 

In  Rez  V.  The  Justices  of*  Wiltshire  y  Lord  Ellenborough  said, «  The 
magistrates  certainly  had  a  discretion  to  exercise,  but  we  have  also  a 
kind  of  visitorial  jurisdiction  over  them." 

[Crompton,  J.  Where  there  is  a  discretion  in  the  court  below,  they 
ought  to  decide  whether  they  will  exercise  it.] 

There  may  be  rules  which,  though  reasonable  and  legal  in  them- 
selves, become  illegal  and  unreasonable  when  applied  to  particular 
cases. 

[Crompton,  J.  The  sessions  can  surely  make  some  order  with  re- 
spect to  entering  appeals.  It  is  like  the  entering  records  at  Nisi  Prius.] 

By  the  statute  itself,  they  are  "  to  hear  and  determine  "  the  matter 
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of  such  appeal.  [He  also  cited  Regina  v.  ITie  Justices  of  the  West  Bid- 
ing of  Yorkshire^  2  Q.  B.  705 ;  Regina  v.  The  Justices  oJiMerionethshire^ 
1  New  Sess.  Cas.  277 ;  and  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Glamorgan- 
shire^  4  New  Sess.  Cas.  110. 

Ckir.  adv.  vuU. 

Nov.  25.     Crompton,  J.     This  is  certainly  a  case  of  very  consider- 
able hardship.     The  applicant  had  given  the  proper  notice  of  appeal, 
had  entered  into  the  necessary  recognizances^  and  attended  the  ses- 
sions.    The  usage  of  the  sessions  was  for  the  magistrates  to  meet  on 
the  Tuesday  and  transact  some  magisterial  and  other  business,  and 
then  adjourn  ihe  general  business  of  the  sessions  to  the  next  day. 
The  parties  were  bound  over,  and  ordered  to  attend  on  the  Wednes- 
day.    This  circumstance  may  have  misled  the  appellant.     He,  how- 
ever, appeared  in  court  with   his   attorney,  (who   also  appears  to 
have  been  ignorant  of  the  usage  of  the  sessions),  and  was  then 
told  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  that  he  could  not  be  allowed  to  enter 
his  appeal,  except  by  a  special  application  to  the  court.     He  made  a 
special  application,  which  the  court  refused.     I  can  hardly  imagine  a 
case  in  which  the  magistrates  could  be  more  clearly  called  on  to  relax 
their  rule  than  the  present,  and  I  cannot  but  say  that  the  'discretion 
of  the  magistrates  was  improperly  exercised.    But  still  we  must  be 
guided  by  general  rules.     It  was  argued  that  this  court  has  a  discre- 
tionary power  over  the  discretionary  power  of  the  'sessions,  and  the 
case  of  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Wiltshire  was  cited,'in  which  Lord 
Ellenborough  says  that  this  court  has  a  visitorial  power  over  the 
sessions.     It  appears  to  me  very  questionable  indeed  whether  these 
cases  go  to  the  extent  of  saying  that  we  can  interfere  with  the  discre- 
tionary power  of  the  sessions,  and  they  are  much  qualified  by  what 
fell  from  Parke,  B.,  in  Rex  v.  Uie  Justices  of  the  West  Riding  of  York' 
shirCy  5  B.  &  Ad.  667 ;  he  disapproved,  during  the  argument,  of  the 
language  held  in  the  case  of  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Wiltshire^  and  in 
his  judgment  said,  "  We  have  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  discre- 
tionary power  of  the  sessions ;  where  they  have  that  power  their 
discretion  is  to  be  confided  in."     I  entirely  concur  in  this  language, 
and,  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  we  should  interfere  with  the 
discretion  of  the  sessions,  I  feel  myself  obliged  to  say  that  we  cannot 
act  upon  those  old  cases.   Where  the  rule  of  a  sessions  is  not  invalid 
or  unreasonable,  and  is  acted  upon  by  the  sessions,  a  court  of  law 
ought  not  to  interfere.    But,  however,  in  the  present  case  the  affida- 
vits are  so  very  indistinct  that  I  entertain  considemble  doubt  what 
the  practice  really  was,  and  how  far  the  sessions  acted  upon  it,  so  as 
to  make  out  a  case  that  there  is  a  distinct  rule  of  practice.    There 
appears,  therefore,  to  be  sufficient  reasons  for  this  writ  to  go ;  but  if 
on  the  return  it  should  appear  that  it  was  purely  a  matter  of  discre- 
tion with  the  justices,  and  that  they  exercised  that  discretion,  the 
peremptory  writ  ought  not  to  go.     1  think  it  very  desimble  that,  as 
there  are  contradictory  decisions,  the  matter  should  be  brought  before 
the  full  court     I  am,  however,  clearly  of  opinion  that  where  the  ses- 
sions have  a  discretionary  power  .we  ought  not  to  interfere,  and  that 
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8ucb  interference  would  be  most  dangerous^  and  unfounded  in  point 
of  law;  but  in  the  present  case  there  is  sufficient  doubt  upon  the 
affidavits  to  admit  of  the  writ  going. 

Bide  absolute. 


COUNTY  OOUBT  APPEAL. 

Wildes  v.  Morris.^ 

December  1,  1852. 

Clerk  of  the  Peace  —  Sheriff —  Levying  of  Fines  —  59   Geo.  3, 

C.28  — 3  Geo.  4,  c.  46. 

By  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  2,  fines  imposed  at  qaarter  sessions  are  to  be  inserted  on  the  roll  b^ 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  a  copy  thereof,  together  with  a  writ  of  distringas  and  capias^  is 
to  be  sent  by  him  within  twenty-one  days  to  the  sheriff,  which  is  to  be  the  sheriff's  aatho- 
rity  for  levying  such  fines.  By  sect  3,  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  before  sending  the  roll  to  the 
sheriff,  is  to  make  oath  that  the  roll  is  truly  made  ap,  and  that  the  fines  are,  to  the  best  of 
his  knowledge,  inserted  therein,  and  that  all  fines  paid  to  or  receiTed  by  him  are  inserted 
therein,  withoat  any  wilful  omission :  — 

JETeM,  that  on  such  roll  and  writ  being  sent  to  the  sheriff,  his  dutr  is  not  merely  ministerial ; 
but  that,  if  he  haA  received  the  fine,  he  must  not  proceed  to  levy  it,  although  it  may  ap- 
pear upon  the  roll  to  be  unpaid. 

Hdd^  also,  that  if  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has  received  the  fine,  he  must  enter  it  upon  the  roll 
as  paid  *,  and  that  if  the  sheriff  has  received  it,  and  that  fact  is  known  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  he  may  enter  it  upon  the  roll  as  paid ;  but  quare^  in  this  latter  case,  if  he  is  bound 
so  to  enter  it  ? 

B^  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  two  courts  may  be  held  at  quarter  sessions^nd  the  cleric  of  the  peace 
is  to  appoint  a  fit  and  sufiScient  person  to  record  the  proceedings  in  the  second  court,  and 
such  proceedings  are  to  be  delivered  over  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  to  be  equally 
deemed  a  part  of  the  records  as  if  recorded  by  the  derk  of  the  peace  himself,  and  the  jus- 
tices  may  make  an  order  on  the  treasurer  to  pay  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  such  sum  as 
they  shall  deem  a  reasonable  remuneration  to  me  clerk  for  such  purpose. 

Queers,  whether  the  person  so  appointed  is  the  servant  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  so  as  to 
render  the  latter  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  former,  or  so  as  to  make  a  receipt- by  such 
person,  of  a  fine  imposed  at  quarter  sessions,  a  receipt  by  the  derk  of  the  peace  ? 

(^uers  also,  if  such  person  has  authority  to  receive  fines  imposed  at  quarter  sessions,  so  as 
thereby  to  charge  the  derk  of  the  peace  with  the  receipt  of  them  ? 

Where  such  person  had  received  in  court  a  fine  so  imposed,  and  had  handed  it  over  to  the 
undersheriff,  but  made*  no  record  of  such  payment,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  not  knowing 
that  such  payment  had  been  made,  inserted  the  fine  on  the  roll  as  unpaid,  and  the  sheriff 
thereupon  levied  the  fine :  — 

Etid^  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  not  bound  to  enter  the  fine  as  paid  unless  his  appointee 
was  his  servant,  acting  within  his  authority. 

JBeU,  also,  that  the  sheriff  ought  not  to  have  levied  the  fine ;  and,  per  Eelb,  J.,  that  he  was 
responsible  to  the  party  levied  npon  for  having  done  so. 

This  was  an  action  tried  at  the  County  Court  of  Kent,  holden  at 
Maidstone,  before  the  judge  of  the  court  and  a  jury.    The  particulars 
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of  the  plaintiff's  demand  annexed  to  his  plaint  were  as  follows :  — 
"  In  the  County  Court  of  Kent,  at  Maidstone.  Between  William 
Morris,  plaintiff;  and  Henry  Atkinson  Wildes,  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  the  county  of  Kent,  defenjiant  The  plaintiff  claims  of  the 
defendant  the  sum  of  60Z.  for  damages ;  for  that  at  the  general  quar- 
ter sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  western  division  of  the  county  of 
Kent,  held  at  Maidstone,  on  the  6th  January,  1852,  certain  justices, 
forming  a  sufficient  quorum,  sat  apart  in  a  second  court  for  the  trans- 
action of  the  business  of  the  sessions :  that  the  plaintiff*  was  then  and 
there  convicted  of  two  sever.al  assaults,  and,  being  so  convicted,  was 
ordered  by  the  said  justices  to  pay  two  certain  fines,  to  wit,  4/.  and 
2^,  which  fines  the  said  plaintilST  then  and  there  paid  to  a  certain 
Henry  Dudlow  Wildes,  then  sitting  in  such  second  court  aforesaid,  as 
assistant  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace,  having  been  appointed  by  the 
defendant  as  a  fit  and  suiBcient  person  to  record  the  proceedings  taken 
by  and  before  the  said  justices  so  sitting  apart ;  and  the  said  Henry 
Dudlow  Wildes,  then  and  there  so  carelessly  and  negligently  recorded 
the  said  proceedings,  that  he  omitted  to  record  the  payment  of  the 
said  fines  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  consequence  of  such  carelessness 
and  negligence,  when  the  roll  of  fines,  amerciaments,  and  recogni- 
zances of  the  said  quarter  sessions,  directed  by  law  to  be  made  up  by 
the  clerk  of  the  peace,  was  made  up  by  and  under  the  direction  of 
the  defendant,  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  was  inserted  in  the  list  of 
the  persons  in  the  said  roll  liable  to  be  levied  upon,  and  to  pay  fines, 
&c.,  though  his  name  ought  to  have  been  in  the  list  of  persons  in  the 
roll  contained  that  are  expressed  as  having  paid  their  fines,  &c. ;  and 
the  defendant  then,  as  by  law  directed,  sent  a  copy  of  the  said  roll, 
with  the  proper  writ  attached  thereto,  to  the  sheriff*  of  the  said  coun- 
ty ;  and  the  sheriff'  then,  after  the  premises,  and  by  reason  thereof, 
arrested  the  said  plaintiff,  and  imprisoned  him ;  and  the  plaintiff  says, 
that  his  arrest  and  imprisonment  arose  firom  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant,  through  and  by  the  aforesaid  negligence  of  his  said  ap- 
pointed assistant  and  servant,  and  the  plaintiff  suffered  great  shame 
and  distress  of  mind,  &c.,  to  his  damage  of  50/."  .  The  facts  which 
were  proved  or  admitted  were,  that  the  plaintiff  was  indicted  at  the 
January  quarter  sessions  for  the  county  of  Kent,  at  Maidstone,  for 
two  assaults  in  1852.  He  was  tried  in  a  second  court,  constituted  * 
under  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  4,  in  which  court 
Mr.  Henry  Dudlow  Wildes,  a  solicitor  and  partne'V  in  business  with 
the  defendant,  who  is  a  solicitor,  and  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace 
for  the  county  of  Kent,  recorded  the  proceedings,  the  said  H.  D. 
Wildes  having  been  duly  appointed  for  that  purpose,  under  the  first 
of  the  above-mentioned  statutes,  by  the  defendant  The  plaintiff 
was  found  guilty  of  the  assaults,  and  was  adjudged  to  pay  two  seve- 
ral fines,  and  to  be  imprisoned  lentil  the  fines  were  paid.  The  fines 
were  immediately  paid  by  the  attorney  of  the  plaintiff,  and  while  the 
plaintiff  still  remained  in  the  dock,  to  H.'  D.  Wildes.  The  plaintiff 
was  thereupon  discharged,  and  H.  D.  Wildes,  in  the  course  of  five 
minutes,  paid  in  court  the  identical  moneys  received  from  the  plaintiff, 
to  the  undersheriff  of  the  county,  who  was  in  attendance  as  under* 
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sheriff  at  the  quarter  sessions.  H.  D.  Wildes  made  no  minute  or 
memorandum  in  the  session  books  or  elsewhere,  or  otherwise  recorded 
the  receipt  of  the  moneys,  nor  took  or  received  any  receipt  for  the 
same  from  the  undersheriff.  The  defendant,  subsequently  to  the 
quarter  sessions,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  stat.  3  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  sent  a 
copy  of  the  roU,  in  the  2d  section  of  that  statute  mentioned,  together 
with  a  writ  of  distringas  and  capias  thereto  annexed,  to  the  sheriff  . 
of  the  county.  The  plaintiff 's  name  appeared  upon  the  copy  so  sent, 
with  the  sums  of  4/.  and  21.  respectively  against  it,  and  such  sums 
appeared  thereon  as  still  du^  firom  the  plaintiff,  the  said  roll  contain- 
ing no  entry  of  the  payment  of  those  sums,  or  either  of  them.  The 
plaintiff  was  afterwards  taken  into  custody  by  an  officer  of  the  she- 
riff  of  Kent,  the  sheriff  having  issued  his  warrant  to  take  the  plain- 
tiff upon  the  authority  of  the  copy^'roU,  with  the  process  annexed,  so 
sent  to  him  by  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff,  upon  his  arrest,  gave 
security  for  his  appearance  at  the  next  quarter  sessions,  and  was 
discharged  from  custody.  He  appeared  at  those  sessions,  and,  on 
explanation  of  the  circumstances  to  the  undersheriff,  was  by  him  dis- 
charged. The  plaintiff  brought  his  action  against  the  defendant  for 
this  alleged  breach  of  duty.  The  defendant,  at  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  submitted  to  the  learned  judge,  that  the  facts  disclosed 
no  cause  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  plaintm'  against  the  defendant, 
and  requested  the  learned  judge  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  or  direct  the 
jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  —  first,  because  H.  D.  Wildes, 
was  not,  in  law,  the  assistant  and  servant  of  the  defendant,  as  alleged 
in  the  plaintiff's  particulars,  and  the  defendant  was  not,  therefore, 
answerable  for  his  acts  or  omissions ;  secondly,  because,  if  the  defend- 
ant could  be  held  answerable  for  the  acts  or  omissions  of  H.  D. 
Wildes,  the  defendant  could  not  be  responsible  for  not  receiving,  or 
not  entering  upon  the  roll  the  payment  of  the  sums  of  41.  and  21.,  as 
H.  D.  Wildes  was  not  authorized  to  receive  the  same ;  thirdly,  be- 
cause it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  defendant,  as  deputy  clerk  of  the 
peace,  to  have  inserted  in  the  roll  required  to  be  made  up  by  him, 
under  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  ss.  2,  3,  the  payment  of  the  fines  by  the 
plaintiff,  as  the  same  were  not  paid  to,  or  received  by,  or  ever  came 
to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  but  immediately  upon  their  receipt  by 
H.  D.  Wildes,  were  by  him  handed  over  to  the  undersheriff.  The 
learned  judge  refused  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  but  decided,  as  to  the 
first  point,  that  according  to  the  59  Geo.  3,  c.  28,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c. 
38,  s.  4,  the  defendant  was  clearly  responsible  for  the  acts  and  omis- 
sions of  the  officer  appointed  by  him,  and  acting  in  the  second  court ; 
and  as  to  the 'second  point,  that  even  if  that  were  not  so,  and  it  was 
no  part  of  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  his  deputy,  to  receive 
the  fines,  still,  as  he  had  in  fact  received  them,  it  was  no  answer  from 
him  to  the  plaintiff,  to  say  that  he  ought  not  to  have  received  them  , 
and,  as  to  the  third  point,  that  as  the  roll  was  made  up  by  the  defend- 
ant himself,  and  sent  by  him  to  the  sheriff,  with  a  WTit  and  an  oath 
indorsed  on  the  back  of  it  in  a  particular  form,  which  the  learned 
judge  read,  it  was  for  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  defendant  had 
not  been  guilty  of  an  omission  in  not  taking  care  that  the  roll  was 
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correctly  made  up  in  every  particular,  because  the  sheriff,  as  a  mmis- 
terial  officer,  was  bound  to  act  upon  that  roU.  The  learned  judge  left 
the  facts  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  who  found  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  10/.  damages.  The  questions  for  the  consideration  of 
the  court  were,  whether  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  on  the  several 
points  above  mentioned  was  correct  or  not ;  and  whether  the  learned 
judge,  under  the  circumstances,  was  or  was  not  justified  in  leaving 
the  facts  proved  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

DeedeSy  for  the  appellant.  The  ruling  of  the  judge  was  incorrect 
First,  the  appellant,  who  is  deputy  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  county 
of  Kent,  is  not  responsible  for  any  acts  of  the  gentieman  appointed 
by  him  for  the  second  court  at  the  sessions.  The  relationship  of 
mastef  and  servant  does  not  exiA.  The  stat  59  Oeo.  3,  c.  28,  is  the 
first  statute  which  relates  to  the  second  court  at  sessions.  By  sect  3, 
"  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  or  his  deputy,  (wherever  two  or  more  justices 
shall  sit  apart  at  any  quarter  sessions),  shall  be  authorized  and  re- 
quired to  appoint  a  fit  and  sufficient  person  to  record  the  proceedings 
so  had  before  the  justices  sitting  apart,  and  such  proceedings  shall  be 
delivered  over  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  or  his  deputy,  and  shall  be 
equally  deemed  to  be  a  part  of  the  records  of  such  sessions  as  if  the 
same  proceedings  had  been  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  him- 
self ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices  assembled  at  the  quarter 
sessions  to  make  an  order  upon  the  treasurer  of  the  county  to  pay  to 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  they  shall  deem 
a  fit  and  reasonable  remuneration  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  such 
purpose  as  aforesaid.  The  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  4,  also  refers  to  such 
second  court  of  quarter  sessions.  There  is  no  complaint  that  the  per- 
son appointed  was  not  fit  or  sufficient.  A  clerk  of  the  peace  might 
be  liable  if  his  appointee  was  unfit  That  part  of  the  section  which 
states  that  the  proceedings  recorded  by  this  person  are  to  be  the  same 
as  if  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  himself,  means  that  when 
handed  over  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  they  are  to  become  part  of  the 
records  of  the  court 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  clerk  of  the  peace  receives  the  remuneration, 
and  might  pay  less  to  the  assistant  than  he  himself  receives.] 

The  clerk  of  the  peace  is  the  only  officer  known  to  the  justices  at 
sessions,  and  therefore  the  remuneration  is  to  be  paid  to  him.  If  the 
view  of  the  judge  be  correct,  then,  although  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has 
appointed  a  fit  person,  he  may  be  liable  to  any  extent  for  his  acts  or 
omissions,  and  this  although  they  perform  their  functions  in  different 
courts,  without  opportunity  of  superintendence  or  control.  If  any 
one  is  liable  it  is  the  appointee  himself.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of 
a  sheriff,  who  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  the  undersheriff  and  bailiffs,  be- 
cause that  proceeds  on  the  ground  that  they  are  one  person;  Cameron 
V.  Reynolds^  Cowp.  403 ;  and  even  the  sheriff  is  not  liable  in  all  cases, 
as  where  a  bailiff  acts  upon  the  suggestion  of  a  third  party.  Cookv* 
Palmer^  6  B.  &  Cr.  739 ;  Orowder  v.  Lor^,  8  B.  &  Cr.  598.  Secondly, 
the  duty  of  the  appointee  was  simply  to  record  the  proceedings,  and 
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not  to  go  beyond  the  sentence  —  that  is,  the  imposition  of  the. fine; 
he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  payment  of  it 

[Coleridge,  J.  Is  not  the  act  complained  of,  the  act  of  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  himself,  in  afterwards  making  up  the  record  without 
inserting  this  payment  ?  This  omission  may  have  been  in  consequence 
of  the  act  of  the  appointee,  but  the  statute  requires  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  to  make  the  entry.] 

As  soon  as  the  fine  is  imposed  the  court  has  done  with  the  case, 
and  the  sheriff  then  steps  in  for  the  recovery  of  the  fine.  The  pay- 
ment might  have  been  made  months  after  the  fine  was  imposed.  The 
appointee  here  received  it  as  agent  of  the  uudersheriff,  as  the  gaoler 
would  have  received  it.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  or  his  deputy,  to 
attend  the  quarter  sessions  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  fines.  Dal- 
ton's  Country  Justice,  tit.  "  Sessions,"  (3),  p.  468 ;  5  Burn's  Justice, 
«  Sheriff."  Thirdly,  as  to  the  making  up  of  the  roll.  The  stat  3 
Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  2,  enacts  that  fines  imposed  at  quarter  sessions  are  to 
be  certified  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  on  or  before  the  ensuing  quarter 
sessions,  and  he  is  to  copy  them  on  a  roll,  and  within  twenty-one 
days  send  a  copy  thereof,  with  a  writ  of  distringas  and  capias,  or  fieri 
facias  and  capias,  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  which  shall  be  the 
sheriff's  authority  for  proceeding  to  the  immediate  levying  of  such 
fines.  By  sect  3,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  to  make  oath  that  the  roll 
is  truly  made  up,  and  that  the  fines  are,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge, 
inserted  in  the  roll,  and  that  all  fines  which  have  been  paid  to  or 
received  by  him  are  inserted  therein,  without  any  wilful  discharge  or 
omission.^  The  roll  did  not  contain  any  entry  of  the  fines  having 
been  paid,  but  at  the  time  when  the  sheriff  received  it,  he  had  the 
fines  in  his  pocket  He  knew  by  Morris  not  being  in  gaol  that  he 
must  have  paid  the  fines.  Is  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  find  out  whether 
the  sheriff,  to  wliom  he  sends  the  roll,  has  received  the  fines  ?  The 
sheriff  and  his  officers  may  receive  them  at  any  time,  but  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  could  not  well  do  so. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  oath  implies  that  some  fines  may  be  paid  to 
him ;  sects.  2  and  3  both  speak  of  fines  '<  paid  "  or  '*  to  be  paid."] 


1  3  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  s.  3.  **  The  clerk  of  the  peace  or  town  derk  shall,  before  he  shall 
deliver  the  roll  to  such  sheriff,  bailiff,  or  officer,  containing  the  fines,  issues,  amerdar 
ments,  forfeited  recognizances,  sum  or  sums  of  money  paid  or  to  be  pedd  in  lieu  or 
satisfaction  of  them,  or  any  of  them,  and  is  hereby  reqmred  to  make  oath  before  any 
justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  riding,  city,  borough,  or  place  for  which  such  clerk 
of  the  peace  or  town  clerk  shall  act,  which  oatli  shall  be  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the 
writ,  or  of  the  said  roll  attached  thereto,  such  clerk  of  the  peace  or  town  derk  stating 
therdn  all  such  fines,  issues,  amerciaments,  forfeited  r^ocnizances,  sum  or  siuns  of 
money  which  shall  have  been  paid  or  otherwise  accounted  tor,  and  such  oath  shall  be 

made  in  the  form  following : — *  I, ,  make  oath,  that  this  roll  is  truly  and  carefully 

made  up  and  examined,  and  that  aU  fines,  issues,  amerciaments,  recognizances,  and  for- 
feitures which  were  set,  lost,  imposed,  or  forfeited,  and  in  right  and  due  course  of  law 
ought  to  be  levied  and  paid,  are,  to  ihe  best  of  my  knowledge  and  understanding,  in- 
serted in  the  said  roll,  and  that  in  the  said  roll  are  also  contained  and  expressed  all  such 
fines  as  have  been  paid  to  or  received  by  me,  either  in  court  or  otherwise,  without  any 
wilful  or  fraudulent  discharge,  omission,  misnomer,  or  defect  whatever.  So  help  me 
God.'" 

16  • 
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The  word  "  wilful,"  in  the  oath,  applies  to  "  omission,"  as  well  aa  to 
^  discharge."  The  10th  section  seems  to  provide  for  the  remedy  for 
the  omission  or  neglect  mentioned  in  the  3d  section. 

[Coleridge,  J.  But  there  is  a  common-law  remedy  for  imprison- 
ment.    That  section  might  apply  if  there  had  been  no  imprisonment] 

Upon  the  strict  reading,  if  Is.  had  been  paid  and  not  entered,  the 
clerk  would"  be  liable.  Here  the  party  to  whom  the  roll  was  sent  had 
full  knowledge  of  the  fact 

[Coleridge,  J.  But  if  the  clerk  of  the  peace  contributed  to  the  act, 
the  misconduct  of  another  party  will  not  excuse  him.  The  derk 
could  easily  have  discovered  whether  the  payment  was  made.] 

The  roll  is  to  be  made  up  within  twenty-one  days,  and  fines  might 
be  paid  after  that  The  sheriff  is  not  merely  a  ministerial  officer ;  he 
has  knowledge  of  the  facts,  and  ought  to  look  to  the  roll,  and  see 
w^hether  the  parties  therein  named  are  in  prison  or  not. 

[Coleridge,  J.  By  sect  14,  a  duplicate  of  the  roll  is  to  be  deli- 
vered into  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  the  intent  that  the  sheriff  may 
be  charged  in  his  accounts  with  the  moneys  levied  and  received  by 
him  on  such  writs  or  otherwise. 

Erle,  J.  The  sheriff  renders  his  account  annually,  and  the  roll  is 
to  be  a  check  upon  him.] 

In  practice  the  clerk  ot  the  peace  is  never  caUed  upoa  to  account, 
but  hands  over  what  he  receives  to  the  sheriff. 

[Erle,  J.  According*  to  that,  the  return  should  state  that  the  fines 
are  unpaid,  and  then  the  sheriff  should  account  for  them.] 

Ribton^  for  the  respondent  The  duty  of  the  sheriff  was  to  levy, 
but  he  could  not  do  so  until  he  was  set  in  motion  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace.  The  stat  3  Greo.  4,  c.  46,  makes  the  clerk  responsible  for  the 
correctness  of  the  roll  which  he  issues  to  the  sheriff,  who  is  bound  to 
obey  it,  and  the  writ  annexed  to  it  The  oath  taken  by  the  cleik 
strongly  fortifies  this  view. 

[Coleridge,  J.  If  the  sheriff  has  received  the  money,  is  he  bound 
to  levy?  If  not,  the  judge  was  wrong  in  saying  that  the  sheriff  was 
merely  a  ministerial  officer ;  and  that  is  a  very  important  part  of  the 
ruling. 

Erle,  J.  If  the  action  had  been  against  the  sheriff,  he  would  have 
been  responsible,  and  could  not  have  pleaded  the  roll  as  his  justifica- 
tion. He  is  ministerial  ad  usque  to  take  the  money,  but  not  to  take 
the  money  and  then  to  take  the  man  also.] 

It  had  been  previously  decided  in  the  same  county  court,  in  'an  ac- 
tion against  the  sheriff  at  the  suit  of  the  same  plaintiff,  that  the  roll 
was  a  justification  to  the  sheriff. 

[Coleridge,  J,  With  regard  to  the  oath,  the  clerk  is  to  state  whe- 
ther the  fines  have  been  paid  to  him  or  not  It  is  in  effect  this  — so 
far  as  I  know,  they  have  not  been  levied ;  that  would  still  leave  it 
open,  if  the  sheriff  knew  the  fact 

Erle,  J.  The  oath  is,  in  effect,  to  verify  a  list  of  fines  paid  to  the 
clerk.  Is  he  to  swear  as  to  the  payment  to  third  parties,  though  he 
knows  nothing  about  it  ?     The  writ  from  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is 
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not  absolute,  bat ''  so  that  the  money  may  be  ready  for  payment "  at 
the  next  quarter  sessions.  If  he  has  received  the  money,  that  is 
sufficient] 

Coleridge,  J.  If  the  judge  had  said,  as  I  think  he  should,  that 
the  sheriff  was  to  judge  whether  the  fine  was  paid  or  not,  it  would 
have  been  important  to  have  seen  what  the  sheriff  actually  did  know 
of  the  matter;  but,  by  the  ruling  of  the  judge,  the  receipt  by  the 
sheriff  was  made  utterly  immaterial.  There  must  be  a  new  trial  on 
the  ground  of  misdirection ;  for  when  the  judge  told  the  jury  that  the 
sheriff  was  merely  a  ministerial  officer,  he  made  many  material  cir-  . 
cumstances  immaterial,  and  so  withdrew  them  from  the  consideration 
of  the  jury.  The  2d  section  and  the  oath  in  the  3d,  show  that  he 
was  wrong  in  this.  If  ever  you  should  give  a  reasonable  construction 
to  an  enactment,  it  is  where  an  oath  forms  part  of  it.  The  oath  is 
positive  as  to  the  fines  which  have  been  paid  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
but  only  conjectural  as  to  fines  which  may  have  been  paid  to  the  she- 
riff in  the  twenty-one  days.  It  may  be  under  the  positive  part  of 
the  oath  that  the  clerk  has  made  default,  but  the  circumstances  are 
not  at  present  sufficiently  ascertained  for  us  to  ^ive  an  opinion  on 
that  point  The  duty  of  the  sheriff  is  not  merely  ministerial,  and  we 
must  not  take  the  part  of  the  oath  which  is  only  conditional  — >  that 
is,  subject  to  his  having  received  it— *  as  absolute.  Where  a  clerk  of 
the  peace  has  received  the  fine  himself,  and  omits  to  return  it,  and  the 
sheriff,  not  knowing  it  has  been  paid,  proceeds  to  levy  it,  here,  although 
the  sheriff  is  not  wholly  free  from  negligence,  as  he  might  have  made 
inquiry  upon  the  subject,  yet  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  liable,  because 
the  misconduct  of  a  third  party  will  not  afford  any  justification  to 
him.  But  here  the  money  was  never  paid  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
absolutely,  unless  there  was  such  a  relation  as  to  make  the  appointee 
his  servant  We  have  not,  however,  sufficient  materials  to  decide 
that  question.  The  facts  of  the  appointment  being  by  the  clerk  of 
the  peace,  and  of  the  clerk  receiving  the  remuneration,  seem  to  show 
that  the  appointee  is  his  servant ;  but  then  he  may  have  exceeded  his 
authority ;  and  all  these  circumstances  should  be  inquired  into. 

Erle,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  altogether  dissent  from  the 
conclusion  of  the  judge,  that  the  sheriff  was  bound  to  levy  under  the 
•writ,  although  he  had  received  the  fine.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  attend  the  criminal  court,  and  to  take  notice  of  its  sentences  ;  he 
has  authority  to  receive  the  fine  at  any  time,  and,  indeed,  is  bound  to 
do  so,  if  it  is  offered.  The  clerk  of  the  peace,  if  certain  of  the  fine 
having  been  paid,  should,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  enter  it  as 
paid  ;  but  I  am  not  clear  that  he  would  be  answerable  if  he  entered 
as  unpaid  what  had  been  paid  to  the  sheriff.  What  is  payment  to  a 
sheriff  is  often  a  contestable  fact.  He  may  enter  it  as  paid,  but  I 
hesitate  to  say  that  he  would  be  responsible  if  he  did  not  do  so.  I 
am  clear  that  under  this  writ  the  sheriff,  if  he  has  received  the  money 
before  the  writ  comes  to  his  hands,  must  not  levy,  and  that  he  cannot 
justify  under  the  roll  or  writ,  in  an  action  against  him  for  making  a 
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levy  under  such  circumstances.  I  am  of  opinion  that  under  the  sta- 
tute the  clerk  of  the  peace  may  receive  fines ;  and  if,  after  having  done 
so,  he  does  not  enter  them  as  paid,  he  would  be  responsible.  But 
this  fine  was  not  paid  into  his  hands ;  and  one  question  would  be, 
whether  the  assistant  had  independent  authority.  Is  the  hand  of  the 
assistant  the  hand  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  ?  As  the  statute  says 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  to  have  the  remuneration,  and  as,  if  he  were 
to  put  an  articled  clerk  of  his  own  in,  he  might  put  the  remuneration 
into  his  own  pocket,  there  is  strong  evidence  to  show  that  the  ap- 
pointee, as  he  has  been  called,  was  a  servant  of  the  defendant ;  but 
that  fact  is  not  ascertained. 

New  trial  without  costs. 

The  Court  at  first  were  about  to  grant  the  costs,  but,  on  conside- 
ration, said  they  were  of  opinion  that  there  were  special  circumstances 
in  the  case  which  ought  to  prevent  the  costs  of  the  new  trial  from 
being  granted. 
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Implied  Covenant — Construction —  Condition  precedent —  Readiness 

and  Wiltingness, 

An  indenture  between  the  plaintiffs  below  and  the  defendants  below,  (a  railway  company), 
after  reciting  that  the  defendants  were  desirous  of  being  supplied  with  350,000  railway 
sleepers,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  willing  to  supply  them  according  to  the  terms  of  a 
specification  and  tender,  contained  a  covenant  by  tne  plaintiffs  that  they  would  supply 
tne  sleepers  within  the  time  specified,  "  as,  and  when,  and  in  such  quantities,  and  in  such 
manner  "  as  ^he  engineer  of  the  company,  by  order  in  writing,  "  from  time  to  time,  or  at 
any  time  within  the  period  limited  by  the  specification,  should  require."  The  specification 
stated  that  the  number  of  sleepers  required  was  350,000 ;  that  one  half  would  have  to  be 
delivered  in  1847,  and  the  remainder  by  midsummer,  1848.  The  deed  also  contained  pro- 
visos that  the  engineer  might  vair  the  times  of  delivery ;  that  the  company  should  retain 
2,000Z.  in  their  hands  as  security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and  should  pay  it 
over  within  two  months  after  all  the  sleepers  had  been  delivered ;  and  that  the  contract 


1  16  Jur.  565;  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  C.  P.  49.    Error  from  the  Common  Pleas. 
Coram  Parke,  B.,  Wiohtman,  J.,  Erlk,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  Martin,  B.,  and  Cromp- 
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might  be  pat  an  end  to  upon  default  made  by  the  pUuntiffs,  or  upon  their  bankraptcy  or 
insolvency? — 

Hddf  First,  that  there  was  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  take  the 
whole  number  of  850,000  sleepers. 

Secondly,  that  an  order  by  the  engineer  was  a  condition  precedent  to  any  deliveiy  of  tlie 
sleepers  by  the  plaintiffs. 

Thirdly,  that  the  company  were  bonnd  to  cause  such  order  to  be  given  within  the  time 
limited  by  the  specification. 

Fourthly,  that  although  the  engineer  had  power  to  alter  the  time  for  the  delivery  of  the 
sleepers,  such  power  was  to  be  exercised  within  the  period  limited  by  the  specification. 

Fifthly,  that  the  engineer,  as  to  matters  in  which  he  had  a  discretion,  e.g.BS  to  varying  tbe 
time  of  delivery  of  the  sleepers,  stood  in  the  position  of  arbitrator  between  the  parties,  but 
as  to  giving  the  order  for  tine  delivery  he  was  a  mere  agent  of  the  company. 

The  only  legitimate  rule  of  construction  is  to  ascertain  the  meaning  from  the  language  used 
in  the  instrument,  coupled  with  such  facts  as  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  aid  its  expla- 
nation.—  Per  Parke,  B. 

In  an  action  upon  the  above  deed,  on  the  ground  that  the  company  had  not  given  any  order 
for  the  delivery  of  sleepers  within  the  specified  period :  — 

Hdd^  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  aver  readiness  and  willingness  to  deliver  them,  as  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  bound  to  be  ready  and  willing  until  the  o^er  was  given. 

This  ,was  a  writ  of  error  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  which  had  been  given  for  the  plaintiffs  below,  upon 
demurrer,  to  several  pleas  of  the  defendants,  and  also  upon  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto  for  the  plaintiffs,  upon  the  third  plea.  The 
case  in  the  court  below  is  reported  16  Jur.  453 ;  s.  c.  8  Eng.  Rep. 
469,  where  the  pleadings  and  the  deed  upon  which  the  question 
turned  are  sufficiently  set  forth. 

Bovill,  {Raymond  with  him),  for  the  plaintiff?,  in  error,  (the  de- 
fendants below).  The  declaration  is  bad,  and  the  third  plea  good. 
The  action  was  by  contractors  against  a  railway  company,  upon  a 
contract  for  the  supply  of  railway  sleepers,  and  the  only  breach  averred 
in  the  declaration  was,  that  the  engineers  of  the  company  did  not  give 
any  orders  within  the  time  specified  for  the  delivery  of  the  said  sleep- 
ers. Xhe  question  on  the  plea  would  resolve  itself  into  an  objection 
to  the  declaration,  namely,  that  it  did  not  aver  that  the  company  had 
'notice  of  the  plaintiff's  readiness  and  willingness  to  deliver  the 
sleepers.  The  deed  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  and  upon  the  con- 
struction whereof  the  main  point  as  to  the  obligation  of  the  com- 
pany to  take  the  sleepers  arises,  recited  that  the  company  were  desir- 
ous of  being  supplied  with  350,000  sleepers,  but  it  did  not  state  that 
they  had  agreed  to  take  them.  According  to  the  specification  which 
is  there  referred  to,  one  half  of  the  sleepers  were  to  be  cjelivered  in 
1847,  and  the  remainder  by  midsummer,  1848.  It  was  then  recited 
that  the  contractors  were  willing  to  supply  the  sleepers  upon  the 
terms  in  the  specification  and  tender,  but  it  was  not  recited  that  the 
company  agreed  to  take  them,  nor  was  it  an  unreasonable  arrange- 
ment, considering  the  nature  of  railway  companies,  that  they  should 
not  be  bound  to  take  them.  Then  follow  the  covenants  of  the  con- 
tractors, which  are  not  in  consideration  of  the  company  agreeing  to 
take  the  sleepers,  but  in  consideration  of  "  the  covenants  and  agree- 
ments "  of  the  company. 
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The  first  part  of  the  deed  cofitains  the  covenants  of  the  contract- 
ors, and  is  their  language.  In  Elderion  v.  EmmenSy  4  C.  B.  479, 
great  reliance  was  placed  upon  the  term  ^'  agreed,"  as  importing  the 
language  of  both  parties ;  but  that  word  is  not  found  here.  The 
language  in  the  deed,  on  which  the  other  side  rely  as  creating  a  cove- 
nant upon  the  part  of  the  company  to  take  the  sleepers,  is  put  in  for 
the  company's  benefit,  and  is  a  mere  qualification  of  the  contractors' 
covenant  If  it  had  stood  on  the  specification,  the  contract  would 
have  been  satisfied  by  the  delivery  of  the  sleepers  a  reasonable  time 
before  the  end  of  the  days  therein  mentioned ;  Startup  v.  Macdonaldy 
6  Man.  &  6.  593 ;  and  this  covenant  was  to  entitle  the  company  to 
an  earlier  delivery.  The  words  are,  "that  the  contractors  shall, 
within  the  times  and  at  the  place  mentioned  in  the  said  specification, 
as,  and  when,  and  in  such  quantities,  and  in  such  manner  as  Joseph 
Cubitt  or  John  Miller,  or  other  the  principal  engineer,  or  one  of  the 
principal  engineers  for  the  time  being  of  the  company,  shall, 
by  order  or  requisition  in  writing  under  his  hand,  from  time  to 
time,  or  at  any  time  within  the  ^period  limited  by  the  specification, 
require,"  supply  the  company  with  the  sleepers.  This  is  a  covenant 
to  deliver  as  and  when  required,  not  a  covenant  by  the  company 
to  require;  and  its  utmost  effect  is  to  make  the  requirement  a 
condition  precedent  to  their  right  of  complaint  for  non-delivery. 
There  is  a  subsequent  proviso  for  the  engineer  to  change  the  time 
of  delivery  if  he  thinks  proper.  How,  then,  can  9  covenant  be 
implied  that  he  shall  give  orders  for  the  delivery  within  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  specification  ?  He  might  have  ordered  the  sleepers 
after  midsummer,  1848.  The  company  then  covenant  to  pay,  upon 
the  certificate  of  their  engineer,  for  the  sleepers  delivered ;  and  it  was 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  contractors'  right  to  recover  that  they 
should  have  obtained  such. certificate.  Morgan  y.  Birnie^  9  Bing.  672; 
Milner  v.  Field,  5  Exch.  829.  If  the  certificate  waa  wrongly  with- 
held, relief  would  be  obtainable  in  equity.  Mlntosh  v.  The  Great 
Western  Railway  Company^  2  Mac.  &  G.  74.  There  is  not  one 
word  throughout  the  deed  by  which  the  company  covenant  to  take 
the  sleepers,  or  that  their  engineer  shall '  do  any  thing  but  examine 
them  ;  they  have  provided  that  their  engineer  should  have  complete 
control  in  the  matter,  and  this  was*  necessary  for  their  protection. 
There  is  an  express  covenant  as  to  the  duty  of  the  engineer  to  exa- 
mine the  sleepers ;  and,  according  to  the  rule,  "  expressum  facit  ces- 
save  tacitum^^  no  implication  arises  that  any  other  covenant  was 
made  with  reference  to  his  duties. 

A  covenant  cannot  be  implied  where  the  words  are  words  of  quali- 
fication, introduced  for  the  benefit  of  the  party  against  whom  it  is 
sought  to  raise  the  implication,  and  where  it  is  the  language  of  the 
other  party.  Com.  Dig., "  Covenant,"  A.  3.  "  If  a  lessee  covenants  to 
repair,  provided  that  the  lessor  finds  timber,  this  is  not  a  covenant  by 
the  lessor  to  find  it,  if  there  be  ^not  the  word  '  agreed.'  If  B.  cove- 
nants to  pay  100/.  to  A.,  and  he  covenants,  upon  receipt,  to  give  an 
acquittance,  and  to  make  an  obligation,  &c.,  it  is  not  any  covenant 
that  he  will  receive  and  give  an  acquittance."     Wbolveridffe  v.  Stew- 
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ard^  1  Cr.  &  M.  644,  ia  a  very  important  authority  upon  this  sub- 
ject, and  every  word  of  the  judgment  there  is  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  There  is  no  necessity  here  to  imply  a  covenant,  on  the 
part  of  the  company,  to  take  the  sleepers.  If  there  be  such  a  cove- 
nant, there  must  also  be  one  to  take  them  within  the  specified  timers, 
and  that  their  engineer  should  give  the  orders,  and  should  certify. 
There  are  some  authorities  upon  the  question  of  mutual  covenants, 
where  they  might  well  have  been  implied,  but  were  not  Lees  v. 
Whitcofnb,5  Bing.  54;  Williamson  v.  Taylor^  5  Q.  B.  175;  Aspdin 
V.  Austin^  Id.  671 ;  Dunn  v.  Sat/les^  Id.  685 ;  Elderton  v.  Einmensj 
6  C.  B.  160,  now  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

[Erle,  J.  In  several  of  those  cases  the  court  held  that  therQ  was  a 
covenant  to  pay,  although  not  one  to  find  with  work.  In  Elderton 
V.  Emmens  the  court  said,  that  the  word  "  employ  "  did  not  mean 
"  find  with  legal  business." 

Parke,  B.  We  had  a  case  not  long  ago  in  the  exchequer,  in  which 
we  held  that  the  question  was,  whether  the  parties  had  obliged  them- 
selves to  do  the  act,  not  whether  'they  expected  that  it  was  to  be 
done.] 

If  it  is  said  that  the  engineer  had  only  a  reasonable  time  after 
midsummer,  1848,  for  extending  the  time  of  delivery,  there  is  no 
averment  of  a  reasonable  time  having  elapsed,  and  so  the  declara- 
tion is  bad.  As  to  the  third  plea,  it  was  necessary  to  aver  readiness 
and  willingntss  to  deliver,  and  also  notice  thereof,  Hannuic  v. 
Goldner,  11  M.  &  W.  849 ;  Granger  v.  Dacre,  12  M.  &  W.  431 ; 
Doogood  V.  Rose,  9  C.  B.  132. 

[Parke,  B.  We  are  all  agreed  that  the  plaintiffs  below  need  not 
have  been  ready  and  willing  to  deliver  until  the  company  gave  their 
orders  by  their  engineer.     The  company  was  to  take  the  first  step.] 

Willes,  (Bramwell  with  him),  for  the  defendants  in  error.  In 
whatever  part  of  a  deed  the  intention  appears  that  a  party  is  to  be 
bound  to  do  an  act,  whether  in  a  recital,  the  covenant  of  the  opposite 
party,  or  by  the  covenant  of  the  party  himself,  it  is  sufficient,  with- 
out having  the  covenant  set  down  in  any  particular  part  of  the  deed 
appropriated  to  the  covenants  of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged. 
In  this  case  there  is  an  express  covenant  to  take  all  the  sleepers 
within  the  specified  period.  The  specification  and  tender  form  the 
basis  on  which  the  contract  proceeded,  and  it  appears  from  them 
that  the  company  required  the  whole  number  of  the  sleepers,  and  that 
the  contractors  were  to  deliver  them ;  and  there  are  no  words  giving 
an  option  to  take  a  less  quantity.  The  recitals  of  the  deed  refer  to 
the  times  mentioned  in  the  specification  within  which  the  sleepers 
will  be  "  required  to  be  delivered."  Looking  at  the  specification  for 
the  intention  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  the  preparation  of  the  con- 
tract, which  is  expressly  stated  to  be  made  upon  its  terms,  we  find 
the  words  are,  "  the  number  of  sleepers  required  under  this  specifica- 
tion is  350,000,"  not  that  they  are  to  have  an  option  as  to  the  number ; 
and  throughout  the  contract,  whenever  the  number  is  referred  to,  it  is 
always  350,000.     The  quantity  to  be  supplied  and  taken,  forms  one 
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of  the  elements  in  the  calcnlation  of  the  price.  It  has  not  been  sug- 
gested on  the  other  side  that  any  part  of  the  deed  is  inconsistent 
with  this  construction,  and  it  may,  therefore,  be  taken  that  it  is  con- 
si^nt  with  the  whole  of  the  contract  that  the  whole  number  should 
be  taken.  The  specification  goes  on  to  state  that  "  one  half  will 
have  to  be  delivered  in  1847,  and  the  remainder  by  midsummer, 
1848.  The  port  at  which  the  deliveries  will  have  to  be  made  is 
Goole."  It  is  on  the  faith  of  this  specification  that  the  contractors 
make  the  tender ;  and  this  is  thje  language  of  both  parties,  iiyorpora- 
ted  with  the  contract  by  the  recital.  The  sleepers  are  also  to  be  cut 
from  logs  of  good  sound  Dantzic  or  Memel  timber,  which  the  con- 
tractors would  have  to  provide.  It  is  not  probable  that  they  would 
be  bound  to  have  them  ready  whether  they  were  to  be  taken  or  not, 
and  mutuality  would  be  expected  in  a  contract  of  bargain  and  sale. 
In  the  contract  there  is  a  provision  that  no  payment  shall  be  made 
to  the  contractors  until  sleepers  above  the  value  of  2,000/.  shall  have 
been  delivered,  and  that  such  sum  shall  be  retained  by  the  company 
without  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  performance  of  the 
contract ;  and  within  two  calendar  ifionths  after  the  whole  350,000 
sleepers  shall  have  been  delivered,  that  sum  was  to  be  paid  over  to 
the  contractors.  This  provision  is  manifestly  incongruous  with  the 
construction  contended  for  by  the  other  side,  and  it  involves  a  con- 
tract by  the  company  to  do  all  on  their  part  to  enable  performance 
by  the  contractors,  so  that  they  may  receive  their  money.  It  is,  in 
effect,  a  covenant  by  the  company  that  a  time  shall  come  when  the 
money  shall  be  paid  over. 

It  is  argued  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  that  the  company,  or  their 
engineer,  (which  is  the  same  thing),  may  abstain  from  giving  any 
orders ;  but  if  so,  what  was  the  use  of  the  provision  enabling  the 
company  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract  in  certain  events,  namely, 
the  contractors  making  default  in  the  delivery,  or  becoming  bank- 
rupt or  insolvent,  in  which  cases  the  company  may  "  absolutely  de- 
termine this  contract,"  shovdng  that  they  treated  it  as  a  contract  on 
the  part  of  the  company,  for  the  determination  of  which  a  special 
clause  was  required,  and  not  a  simple  abstaining  from  giving  orders  ? 

[Platt,  B.  This  provision  seems  to  show  that  the  company  de- 
sired not  to  be  bound  to  perform  the  contract  by  the  assignees  of  the 
contractors ;  and  that  receives  confirmation  from  another  part  of  the 
contract,  where  the  "  assigns  "  of  the  contractors  are  to  be  approved 
of  by  the  company.  But  if  they  were  not  bound  at  all,  this  provision 
was  unnecessary.] 

The  engineer  may  order  the  forms  of  the  sleepers  to  be  altered,  and 
may  vary  the  time  of  delivery ;  but  the  contractors  are  "  to  derive  the 
same  proportionate  amount  of  profit  ''as  if  no  such  alteration  had 
been  made.  That  is  the  language  of  both  parties,  and  is  clearly  in- 
consistent with  a  discretion  in  the  engineer  to  say  that  no  sleepers  at 
all  are  to  be  delivered.  If  he  has  that  power,  there  is  no  provision 
whatever  for  compensation  to  the  contractors.  He  has  power  to 
change  and  vary  the  time,  but  not  to  extend  it;  the  quantity  to  be 
delivered  and  the  period  of  delivery  are  stated,  and  the  only  discretion 

VOL.  XIV.  17 


194  COURT   OF  COMMON  PLEAS,  1852. 

The  Great  Northem  Railwaj  Company  v.  Hanison. 

is  as  to  the  portions  of  the  350,000  sleepers,  and  periods  of  delivery 
within  the  time  specified.  The  main  limits  of  the  contract  are  to  be 
preserved.  Even  if  there  .was  power  to  extend  the  time,  the  order  for 
the  extension  should  have  been  given  within  the  limited  time ;  sfhd 
the  breach  in  the  declaration  is,  that  no  order  whatever  was  given, 
which  would  include  an  order  for  extending  the  time.  If  this  be  not 
so,  yet  the  power,  to  extend  is  a  mere  condition  subsequent,  and  if 
exercised,  it  was  an  act  done  by  the  company  to  modify  the  contract, 
and  it  ^'as  for  them  to  plead  it.  Iji  this  respect,  the  case  is  like 
Hotham  v.  The  East  India  Company ^  1  T.  R.  638.  The  cases  cited  by 
the  other  side  are  inapplicable  to  the  present.  Wood  v.  llie  Copper- 
miners  Cbmpanpj  7  C.  B.  906 ;  Stevinsoris  case^  1  Leon.  324 ;  SaUoun 
V.  Houston^  1  Bing.  433 ;  and  Sampson  v.  Easterby^  9  B.  &  Cr.  505 ; 
s.  c,  in  error,  6  Bing.  644,  are  authorities  in  favor  of  the  plain tifis 
below. 

[Parke,  B.,  referred  to  Shep.  Touch.  162,  as  showing  that  no  form 
is  necessary  for  a  covenant 

Martin,  B.,  referred  to  the  late  case  of  Rashleigh  v.  The  SouA- 
eastern  Railway  Company^  in  th^  exchequer  chamber,  in  which  all  the 
authorities  on  the  subject  were  cited  and  discussed.^] 

Cannock  v.  Jones,  3  Exch.  233,  afterwards  in  the  house  of  lords, 
where  judgment  was  affirmed,  strongly  bears  on  the  present  case.  In 
one  class  of  cases,  referred  to  by  the  other  side,  the  engineer  or  sur- 
veyor had  an  absolute  discretion,  but  here  it  is  only  as  to  details. 
Dallman  v.  Kinff,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  105.  As  to  the  class  of  decisions 
relating  to  .mutual  covenants,  there  are  later  cases  cited  in  Eldertan 
V.  Emmens,  in  which  a  stipulation,  that  the  contract  might  be  put  an 
end  to  by  the  Master,  was  held  to  raise  the  implication  that  there  was 
a  covenant  to  employ,  and  such  a  stipulation  is  here. 

Bovillj  in  reply.  It  is  conceded  that  there  is  no  covenant  in  express 
terms,  but  it  is  sought  to  extract  it  from  the  deed  by  astute  reasoning 
and  elaborate  argument  If  that  be  the  rule  of  construction,  the 
court  will  make  a  contract  for  the  parties,  instead  of  their  making  it 
for  themselves.  The  burthen  of  showing  the  covenant  lay  on  the 
other  side,  and  if  there  are  two  constructions,  the  plaintiffs  below 
must  fail.  The  power  to  determine  the  contract  is  vested  in  the 
company,  who  may  exercise  it  in  defiance  of  the  engineer ;  and  it  is, 
therefore,  quite  different  from  the  power  of  ordering  the  delivery  of 


1  Rashleigh  and  another  v.  The  South-eastern  Railtoay  Company,  This  case  was 
ai*gued  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  June,  1861,  and  February',  1852,  before 
Parke,  B.,  Patteson,  J.,  Alderson,  B.,  Wiohtmak,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin, 
B.  The  question  was,  whether  there  was  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  o(  the 
company  to  make  a  watercourse ;  but  the  court  ultimately  sug^ted,  and  the  parties 
consented  to  an  arrangement  The  following  cases  were  cited  in  addition  to  several 
of  thtt  authorities  referred  to  in  the  above  case.  HoUis  v.  Qirr,  2  Mod.  86 ;  The  Duke 
of  St.  Albans  v.  ElliSy  16  East,  352;  Lord  Shrewsbury  v.  Gouldy  2  B.  &  Al.  487 ;  Sed- 
don  V.  Senate,  13  East,  68;  i2i^6y  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  4  Exch. 
220;  Com.  Dig.,  "  Covenant,"  A.  1,  E.  2;  Vin.  Ab.,  "  Covenant,"  F.;  and  Bvam^ 
T.  Lynchy  6  B.  &  Cr.  589. 
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the  sleepers.  The  latter  is  vested  in  the  engineer,  not  as  a  servant  of 
the  company,  but  he  was  rather  as  an  arbitrator  between  the  parties, 
V  and  was  to  exercise  a  discretion  of  his  own.  The  events  on  which 
the  2,000/.  is  to  be  paid  over  are  three  —  the  delivery  of  the  sleepers, 
the  certificate  being  given,  and  the  accounts  being  adjastea.  Can  it 
be,  therefore,  said  that  the  company  covenanted  to  certify  and  to 
adjust  their  accounts,  as  well  as  to  take  the  sleepers  ?  The  court  have 
not  the  materials  before  them  for  saying  what  would  be  a  reasonable 
contract  between  the  parties  under  all  the  circumstances. 

[Parke,  B.  The  only  legitimate  rule  of  construction  is  to  ascer- 
tain the  meaning  from  the  language  used  by  the  instrument.  During 
the  time  that  I  have  been  a  judge,  I  have  alwavs  endeavored  to  ascer- 
tain the  meaning  of  instruments,  whether  wdls,  acts  of  parliament, 
or  contracts,  from  the  words  used  in  them,  coupled  with  such  facts 
as  are  admissible  in  evidence  to  aid  their  explanation.  The  intention 
must  be  gathered  from  the  instrument,  and  not  from  my  notion  of 
intention.] 

Parke,  B.  I  am  of  opinion,  and  the  rest  of  the  court  concur  with 
me,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Common  Pleas  should  be  affirmed, 
although  during  the  course  of  the  argument  we  entertained  some 
doubt  upon  several  of , the  points  raised.  It  is  clear,  from  the  autho- 
rity of  Shepherd's  Touchstone,  and  numerous  cases,  that  no  special 
form  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  covenant ;  but  where  from  the  whole 
of  the  instrument  it  can  be  inferred,  it  is  a  covenant  in  law.  It  is 
immaterial  whether  it  is  found  in  the  recitals  of  the  instrument  or 
elsewhere.  Applying  that  rule  to  this  case,  we  are  to  see  whether 
there  is  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  company  as  steted 
on  this  record,  namely,  that  their  engineer  should  give  to  the  plaintiffs 
below  an  order  for  the  delivery  of  the  sleepers.  Looking  at  the  whole 
of  the  instrument,  we  think  that  a  covenant  to  this  effect  can  be  dis- 
tinctly made  out  We  are  only  to  incorporate  with  the  deed  so  much 
of  the  specification  and  tender  as  is  expressly  incorporated  therewith 
by  the  recitals ;  but  that  alone  furnishes  ample  evidence  that  the 
company  agreed  to  take  the  350,000  sleepers.  If  it  had  been  recited 
that  the  company  "  agreed  "  to  take,  instead  of  the  words  that  they 
were  "  desirous  "  of  taking,  no  question  could  have  arisen  as  to  the 
liability  of  the  company ;  but  looking  at  the  recitals  and  part  of  the 
specification,  we  think  that  it  is  the  same  as  if  that  word  had  been 
used.  It  is  as  if  the  company  had  said,  "  We  require  the  sleepers  to 
be  delivered  in  1847  and  1848,  and  at  such  a  port."  According  to 
the  cases,  that  is  sufficient  to  import  an  agreement  by  the  company 
to  take.  There  are  two  clauses  which  prove  to  demonstration  that 
the  company  themselves  understood,  as  the  other  side  understood,  that 
they  had  contracted  to  require  the  full  number  of  the  sleepers.  The 
first  is  that  which  provides  for  the  determination  of  "  this  contract" 
It  would  be  idle  to  provide  for  the  determination  of  the  contract  on 
the  other  side ;  they  mean  their  contract,  and.it  is  the  same  as  if  it 
had  been  so  stated.  Their  contract  must  be  either  to  require  350,000 
sleepers,  or  so  many  of  them  as  might  be  required  by  their  engineers. 
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The  reasonable  construction  is  the  former,  and  the  engineers  in  that 
respect  would  be  only  the  agents  of  the  company. 

I  agree  that  in  matters  which  they  are  to  decide,  the  engineers  are 
arbitrators  between  the  company  and  the  contractors,  and  the  com- 
pany havl  no  control  over  them,  and  no  action  would  lie  against  the 
company  if  the  engineers  refused  to  arbitrate,  or  did  so  improperly. 
But  the  company  do  not  constitute  the  engineers  their  agents  to 
decide  whether  any  portion  of  the  sleepers  are  to  be  delivered.  Can 
it  be  supposed,  that  after  expense  incurred  by  the  contractors  towards 
the  fulfilment  of  their  contract,  its  performance  is  to  be  dependent  on 
the  will  of  the  engineers  ?  This  construction  is  greatly  fortified  by 
the  other  clause,  with  respect  to  the  2,000/.,  which  imports  a  covenant, 
in  the  language  of  both  parties,  that  the  company  will  at  least  de- 
mand sleepers  to  the  amount  of  2,000/.  or  upwards ;  by  the  contract, 
that  sum  is  to  be  paid  over  when  all  the  sleepers  are  delivered,  and 
not  before.  It  was  not  meant  that  the  plaintifls  below  should  lie  out 
of  their  money  forever;  and  therefore  it  does  import  a  contract 
to  order  the  sleepers.  It  follows,  from  what  I  have  said,  that  the 
engineers,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  orders,  were  mere  agents, 
and  the  company  agreed  to  take  the  sleepers  within  the  time  specified, 
and  to  give  orders  through  their  engineers  before  midsummer,  1848. 
Then  it  is  said  that  the  engineers  have  power  to  extend  the  time,  but 
that  means  within  the  previous  limits.  The  contractors  are  to  fur- 
nish and  supply  the  sleepers  in  that  period,  as  and  when,  aad  in  such 
quantities,  and  in  such  manner  as  Joseph  Cubitt  or  John  Miller,  or 
other  the  principal  engineer,  shall  order  from  time  to  time,  or  at  any 
time  within  the  period  limited  by  the  specification.  ,When  is  that 
period  ?  Midsummer,  1848,  because  the  contract  is  to  deliver  by  that 
time.  Before  that  period  they  may  alter  the  forms  and  sizes  of  the 
sleepers,  and  the  times  of  delivery.  The  reasonable  construction  is, 
that  they  may  give  an  original  order  to  deliver  10,000  sleepers,  for 
instance ;  and  they  may  vary  that  order,  making  some  compensation 
for  the  loss  occasioned  by  the  alteration.  Thus,  if  they  order  10,000 
to  be  delivered  in  a  month,  they  may  afterwards  say,  "  deliver  them 
in  a  fortnight  at  an  increased  price ; "  but  all  these  orders  are  to  be 
given  within  the  specified  limits.  If  not,  they  might  wait  for  two 
years  without  giving  an  order.  Could  it  be  so  intended,  the  plaintiffs 
deprived  of  their  capital,  and  losing  the  benefit  of  their  stock  during 
that  time  ?  Although  the  order  of  the  engineers  is  not  intended  to 
be  a  final  order,  yet  it  is  capable  of  alteration  only  within  the  original 
limits. 

Judgment  affirmed* 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

The  Fishmongers  Company  v.  Dimsdale  and  others.^ 

June  16,  1852. 

*  Stamp  —  Agreement  —  Memorandum  indorsed. 

An  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiffs  and  R.  0^  and  the  defendants,  by  which 
the  former  were  to  withdraw  their  opposition  to  the  passing  of  an  act  of  parliament  for 
reclaiming  certain  waste  land,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  1,000/.  and  the  allot- 
ment to  mem  of  certain  portions  of  the  waste  land,  and  it  was  stamped  with  a  35t.  stamp. 
A  few  weeks  afterwards  the  following  memorandnm  was  indorsed  upon  it :  —  "  Memoran- 
dum. It  is  understood  between  the  parties  within  named,  that  the  within  mentioned  war- 
dens and  commonalty  [the  plaintiffs,]  and  the  said  R.  0.,  are  only  severally,  and  not 
jointly,  held  and  boand  tor  the  fulfilment  of  the  within  mentioned  agreement  on  their  own 
respective  parts,  but  not  for  each  other ;  and  that  the  sum  of  1,000^,  within  mentioned,  to 
be  paid  to  the  said  wardens  and  commonalty,  is  for  certain  costs  and  expenses  which  they, 
the  said  wardens  and  commonalty,  have  been  put  to  during  the  present  year,  partly  in  the 
survey  made  by  Mr.  MN.,  and  for  his  plans  and  valuations,  which  survey,  plans,  and  valu- 
ations the  several  persons  within  named  to  be  parties  of  the  Uiird  part  are  to  have  the 
benefit  of,  but  that  they  are  to  be  forthwith  returned  to  the  said  wardens  and  commonal^ 
if  the  said  sum  of  1,00(M.  shall  not  be  duly  paid  as  within  mentioned;  and  it  is  also  agreed, 
that  the  within  mentioned  agreement  for  withdrawing  the  opposition  and  facilitating  the 
bill  as  within  mentioned,  shul  only  be  and  remain  in  force  for  the  present  session  of  par- 
liament, 1837  and  1838.**  The  memorandum  was  stamped  with  a  1/.  stamp,  and,  together 
with  the  agreement,  contained  more  than  1,080  words :  — 

Hdd,  that  the  memorandum  was  a  distinct  agreement,  and  so  sufficiently  stamped  wiA  a  U. 
stamp. 

Held  also,  that  if  it  had  incorporated  the  agreement  on  which  it  was  indorsed,  the  nwnber  of 
words  in  the  agreement  was  immaterial,  and  that  then  it  was  a  case  not  exactly  met  by 
the  words  of  the  Stamp  Act 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions  tendered  by  the 
plaintiffs  below  to  the  ruling  of  Jervis,  C.  J.,  at  the  trial  at  the  Lon- 
don sittings  after  Michaelmas  term,  1850.  The  action  was  brought 
upon  an  agreement,  dated  the  17th  March,  1838,  and  entered  into 
between  John  David  Towse,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  of  the  first 
part,  Thomas  Glover  Kensit,  on  behalf  of  Robert  Ogilby,  of  the 
second  part,  and  the  several  defendants  of  the  third  part,  by  which, 
after  reciting  that  a  petition  had  been  presented  to  the  house  of 
commons,  at  the  instance  and  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  for  leave 
to  bring  in  a  bill  for  draining,  embanking,  and  reclaiming  the  slob  or 
waste  lan^  in  Lough  Swilly  and  Lough  Foyle,  in  the  counties  of 
Donegal  and  Londonderry  ;  that  the  plaintiffs  and  one  Robert  Ogilby 
were  respectively  entitled  to  certain  lands  abutting  upon  certain  parts 
of  the  said  waste  land  in  Lough  Foyle,  and  in  respect  of  such  lands 
claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  said  waste  land  adjacent  thereto, 
and  to  certain  privileges  in  the  same;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  and 


1  16  Jur.  799  ;  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  44.  Error  from  the  Common  Pleas.     Co- 
rim  Paxke,  B.,  Wiohtmak,  J.,  Erle,  J.,  Pi,att,  B.,  Martik,  B.,  and  Cromp- 
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Ogilby  objected  to  and  had  opposed  the  introduction  of  the  in- 
tended bill  into  parliament ;  it  was  mutually  agreed  by  and  between 
the  said  parties,  "  that  the  said  Fishmongers  Company  and  the  said 
Robert  Ogilby  shall  respectively  withdraw  all  opposition  to  the  fur- 
ther progress  of  the  bill  to  be  brought  into  parliament,  and  promoted 
by  the  said  parties  hereto  of  the  third  part,  for  draining,  &c.;  that  the 
several  powers  and  authorities  to  be  granted  by  the  said  bill,  and  the 
several  clauses,  &c.,  shall  be  agreed  upon  and  settled  by  and  between 
the  solicitors  of  the  said  parties  hereto,  before  any  proceedings  shrill 
take  place  thereupon  in  committee  of  either  house  of  parliament,  to 
the  intent  and  with  the  object  that  the  said  bill  maybe  as  perfect  and 
beneficial  for  the  interest  of  all  the  said  parties  in  the  reclamation  of 
the  said  slob  or  waste  land  as  it  can  be  made."  [Here  followed  pro- 
visions for  referring  to  arbitration  any  dispute  which  might  arise  in 
framing  the  bill;  that  the  plaintiffs  and  Ogilby  should  use  all  reasona- 
ble means  for  promoting  the  bill,  and  obtaining  an  act  of  parliament; 
that  a  certain  portion  of  the  waste  land  should  be  allotted  and 
given  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that  a  certain  other  portion  should  be 
allotted  and  given  to  Ogilby.]  "  That  such  respective  allotments  or 
proportions  shall  be  absolutely  reserved  in  the  intended  act  to  the  said 
•  Fishmongers  Company  and  their  successors,  and  to  the  said  Robert 
Ogilby  and  his  heirs  respectively,  free  and  indemnified  of  and  from 
and  against  all  costs,  &c.,  attending  the  embanking,  &c.,  the  said  slob, 
or  any  other  charge,  stipulation,  restriction,  or  condition  whatsoever ; 
and  [the  defendants]  do  hereby  undertake  and  agree  that  they  will, 
on  the  passing  of  the  said  intended  act,  pay  to  the  said  Fishmongers 
Company  the  sum  of  1,000/.,  and  shall  and  will  pay  all  costs  and 
expenses  of  and  attendant  upon  the  application  for  and  obtaining  the 
said  act.  And,  lastly,  it  is  agreed  by  and  on  the  part  of  the  Fish- 
mongers Company,  and  the  said  Robert  Ogilby,  that  the  aforesaid 
proportions  or  allotments  of  the  said  slob  or  waste  land,  when  re- 
claimed, which  shall  be  allotted  to  them  respectively  as  aforesaid,  shall 
be  received  and  taken  by  them  respectively  in  full  of  all  rights  and 
claims  of  the  said  Fishmongers  Company,  and  the  said  Robert  Ogil- 
by, respectively,  in  respect  of  the  said  slob  or  waste  land  ;  and  that 
the  said  Fishmongers  Company  and  the  said  Robert  Ogilby,  respec- 
tively, will  protect  and  indemnify  [the  defendants]  from  and  against 
any  right  or  claim  derived  from  or  under  the  said  Fishmongers  Com- 
pany and  the  said  Robert  Ogilby,  respectively,  which  shall  ot  may  be 
made  by  any  of  their  said  tenants  respectively,  in,  to,  or  upon  the 
said  slob  or  waste  land,  or  any  part  thereof,  save  and  except  as  to  any 
contract  or  engagement  which  may  have  been  entered  into  by  [the 
defendants],  or  any  or  either  of  them,  with  the  said  tenants  respec- 
tively, or  any  or  either  of  them,  in  respect  thereof."  This  agreement 
had  been  ingrossed  and  executed  in  two  parts,  each  part  being 
stamped  with  a  355.  stamp.  A  few  weeks  after  their  execution  a 
memorandum  was  indorsed  upon  each  in  the  following  terms :  — 
"  It  is  understood  between  the  parties  within  named  that  the  within 
mentioned  wardens  and  commonalty  [the  plaintifTsI  and  the  said 
Robert  Ogilby  are  only  severally,  and  not  jointly,  held  and  bound  for 
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the  falfilment  of  the  within  mentioned  agreement  on  their  own  respec- 
tive parts,  but  not  for  each  other ;  and  the  sum  of  1,000Z.  within  men- 
tioned, to  Jt>e  paid  to  the  said  wardens  and  commonalty,  is  for  certain 
costs  and  expenses  which  they,  the  said  wardens  and  commonalty, 
have  been  put  to  during  the  present  year,  partly  in  the  survey  made 
by  Mr.  M'Neil,  and  for  his  plans  and  valuations,  which  survey,  plans, 
and  valuations  the  several  persons  within  named  to  be  parties  of  the 
third  part  are  to  have  the  benefit  of,  but  that  they  are  to  be  forthwith 
returned  to  the  said  wardens  and  commonalty,  if  the  said  sum  of 
1,000/.  shall  not  be  duly  paid  as  within  mentioned ;  and  it  is  also 
agreed  that  the  within  mentioned  agreement  for  withdrawing  the 
opposition  and  facilitating  the  bill,  as  within  mentioned,  shall  only  be 
and  remain  in  force  for  the  present  session  of  parliament,  1837  and 
1838."  One  of  the  three  memorandums  was  stamped  with  a  35^. 
stamp,  and  one  with  a  12.  stamp.  At  the  trial,  the  agency  of  the 
parties  signing  the  docu^ients  having  been  proved,  the  agreement  in 
possession  of  the  defendants,  signed  by  the  plaintiff'  agent,  was 
read,  together  with  the  memorandum,  that  agreement  and  memoran- 
dum being  produced  by  the  defendants  when  called  for,  and  they  were 
each  stamped  with  a  355.  stamp.  It  was  then  proposed,  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  to  read  the  other  part  of  the  agreement  and  memo- 
randum. When  the  memorandum  had  been  read,  an  objection  was 
raised,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  that  the  agreement  on  which  it 
was  indorsed  could  not  be  read  in  evidence  as  part  of,'  and  incorpora- 
ted in,  the  memorandum,  because  the  memorandum  and  agreement 
contained  together  more  than  1,080  words,  and,  therefore,  that  there 
should  have  been  another  355.  stamp  instead  of  a  IL  stamp  on  the 
memorandum,  and  that  the  said  agreement  could  not  be  read  as  an 
independent  agreement,  without  calling  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the 
same.  A  witness  was  then  permitted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
to  count  the  number  of  words,  and  it'was  proved  that  the  agreement 
and  memorandum  contained  together  more  than  1,080  words.  The 
learned  judge  ruled  in  accordance  with  this  objection,  and  to  such 
ruling  the  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered. 

• 
Bavill,  for  the  plaintifis  in  error.  The  agreement,  stamped  with  a 
305.  stamp,  and  indorsed  with  a  memorandum  stamped  with  a  1/. 
stamp,  was  admissible  in  evidence,  because,  first,  on  the  construction 
of  the  agreement  and  memorandum,  they  together  formed  but  one 
agreement  for  the  purpose  of  a  stamp.  The  memorandum  merely 
explains  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  is  not  of  a  nature  to  require 
a  separate  stamp.  Secondly,  if  this  be  not  so,  and  two  stamps  were 
necessary,  yet  the  20^.  stamp  is  sufficient  on  the  memorandum.  For 
the  purpose  of  a  stamp  on  the  memorandum,  the  words  within  the 
document  are  not  to  be  read ;  but  if  they  are,  the  355.  stamp  on  the 
document  itself  is  sufficient  Thirdly,  if  the  memorandum  be  a  new 
and  separate  agreement,  then,  there  being  the  signature  of  only  one 
party  to  each  memorandum,  they  both  together  form  one  agreement, 
and  one  stamp  is  sufficient,  as  in  the  case  of  an  agreement  by  letters ; 
and  fourthly,  the  subject-matter  of  this  memorandum  is  not  of  the 
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value  of  20/.  Another  matter  may  have  to  be  discussed,  namely, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was  necessary  to  call 
the  attesting  witness. 

[Parke,  B.  That  was  decided  in  this  case  and  by  this  court,  6  C 
B.896.] 

/.  Brown  stated  that,  at  the  trial,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  thought  the  point 
was  not  expressly  decided  in  that  case. 

The  question  formerly  before  this  court  was  as  to  the  necessity  of 
calling  the  attesting  witness,  and  it  was  held  to  be  unnecessary,  be- 
cause, where  a  memorandum  refers  to  a  document,  that  document  b 
incorporated  with  and  forms  apart  of  it.  But,  in  fact,  there  are.othcr 
grounds  upon  which  it  was  unnecessary,  namely,  the  indorsement 
referring  to  the  agreement  was  evidence,  as  an  admission  of  the  party 
against  whom  it  was  sought  to  be  used,  that  it  was  his  agreement 
Dillon  V.  Orawlet/j  Holt,  299.  First,  this  was  only  one  agreement  for 
the  purpose*of  a  stamp.  The  point  was  discussed  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  in  this  case,  (1  C.  B.  67,)  but  no  judgment  was  given 
upon  it.  A  new  trial  was  ordered,  and  then  the  part  was  stamped. 
The  lapse  of  two  or  three  weeks  between  the  execution  of  the  agree- 
ment and  the  writing  of  the  indorsement,  makes  no  difference,  and 
matters  much  more  distinct  than  th^se  have  been  held  to  constitute 
one  agreement.  Taylor  v.  Parry ^  1  Man.  &  G.  604,  609 ;  Slead  v. 
Liddard^  1  Bing.  196. 

[Parke,  B.  That  might  be  upon  the  ground  that  the  iinift  was  only 
an  inchoate  agreement;  this  is  rather  an  alteration.] 

This  is  rather  an  explanation  than  an  alteration. 

[Erle,  J.  It  is  not  necessary  to  cite  cases  on  this  point ;  the  prin- 
ciple is,  that  if  subsequent  additions  were  within  the  original  con- 
templation of  the  parties,  it  is  only  one  agreement.] 

The  agreement  is  one  to  withdraw  opposition  to  a  bill  about  to  be 
brought  before  parliament,  and  to  pay  1,000Z.,  the  action  being  brought 
to  recover  that  sum.  On  the  face  of  the  document  itself  there  is  no 
joint  undertaking,  and  the  memorandum  is  an  explanation  why  it  had 
been  agreed  to  pay  1,000/.,  to  avoid  the  objection  which  at  one  time 
was  considered  tenable,  that  such  an  agreement  was  illegal.  K  this 
view  as  to  its  forming  only  one  agreement  be  correct,  the  35^.  stamp 
was  sufficient,  without  the  1/.  stamp ;  but  if  the  memorandum  be 
considered  as  a  new  agreement,  it  was  sufficiently  stamped  with  a  li. 
stamp,  because,  by  itself,  it  does  not  contain  1,080  words.  The  lan- 
guage of  the  Stamp  Act,  55  Geo.  3,  c.  184,  sched.  "  Agreement,"  is 
"  An  agreement,  or  any  minute  or  memorandum,  &c.,  not  otherwise 
charged  in  the  schedule  to  that  act,  &c.,  together  with  every  schedule, 
receipt,  or  other  matter  put  or  indorsed  thereon  or  annexed  thereto, 
shall  bear  a  1/.  stamp,  if  not  containing  more  than  1,080  words;  if 
more,  then  a  355.  stamp."  But  this  was  not  a  schedule,  receipt,  or 
other  matter  ejtisdem  generis^  and  the  agreement  is  not  indorsed  on 
the  memorandum,  but  the  memorandum  on  the  agreement.  AUwood 
V.  SmaU,  7  B.  &  Cr.  390.;  Weedon  v.  Woodbridge,  13  Jur.  630,  note. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  The  precise  point  is  .taken  by  Lord  Tenterden  in 
Attwood  V.  Small]     [He  was  then  stopped  by  the  court.] 
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J.  Broum,  for  one  of  the  defendants  in  error.  It  is  submitted  that 
Attwood  V.  SmaU  and  Weedon  v.  Woodbridge  are  not  law.  In  Tils* 
ley's  Stamp  Laws,  542,  it  is  said,  in  remarking  on  the  case  of  AtU 
tO€>od  V.  Smal!^  <'  Perhaps,  as  the  last  agreement  was  indorsed  on  the 
second,  the  court  considered  that  the  writing  in  the  second  could  not 
be  said  to  be  put  or  indorsed  on  the  other,  or  annexed  thereto,  without 
an  unauthorized  inversion  of  the  terms  of  the  enactment.  This  mode, 
however,  of  escaping  from  the  difficulty  is  any  thing  but  satisfactory.'' 
If  the  words  are  not  to  be  counted  because  the  memorandum  is  on 
the  document,  instead  of  the  document  being  on  the  memorandum, 
the  stamp  laws  will  be  frequently  evaded.  They  expressly  provide 
for  "  agreements  "  and  "  schedules,"  in  order  to  prevent  an  evasion  of 
their  provisions.  Under  the  latter  head  they  provide  for  a  schedule 
being  a  separate  and  distinct  agreement,  but,  where  it  is  indorsed  on 
the  agreement,  the  words  are  to  be  counted.  Veal  v.  HichoUs,  1  Moo. 
&  R.  248 ;  Liike  v.  Ashwell^  3  East,  326.  The  original  stamp  on  the 
agreement  was  spent  and  used.  Bacon  v.  Simpson^  3  M.  &  W.  78 ; 
Sneezum  v.  Marshall^  7  M.  &  W.  417. 

Crowdefy  {Hindmarch  with  him),  for  another  of  the  defendants  in 
error,  applied  to  be  heard,  upon  the  ground  that  judgment  had 
been  given  for  all  the  defendants,  and  that  they  all  had  an  equal  inte- 
rest in  keeping  it.  The  court  agreed  to  hear  him  on  this  occasion,  but . 
did  not  decide  that  he  had  a  right  to  address  them  as  a  second  coun- 
sel on  a  writ  of  error.  He  referred  to  the  judgment  of  the  court  in 
this  case  in  6  C.  B.  896,  as  shovdng  that  one  agreement  was  contained 
in  and  incorporated  with  the  other,  and  endeavored  to  distinguish 
Weedon  v.  Woodbridge,  from  the  case  before  the  court 

BoviU  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Parke,  B.  All  of  us  are  of  opinion  that  the  chief  justice  was 
wrong  in  the  construction  he  put  upon  certain  dicta  of  the  judges, 
who  decided  this  case  in  1848.  Reliance  has  been  placed  principally 
upon  the  court  there  having  decided  that  there  was  one  agreement  by 
incorporation.  But  if  the  report  be  looked  to,  it  will  be  found  that 
all  they  say  is,  that  the  former  instrument  was  recognized  as  binding, 
so  as  to  make  it  unnecessary  to  call  the  attesting  witness.  No  refer- 
ence was  there  made  to  the  stamp  laws.  What  the  instrument  con- 
tains must  be  collected  from  the  instrument  itself.  Looking  at  the 
memorandum,  it  does  not  incorporate  the  former  agreement,  but 
merely  states  a  several  liability,  and  shows  for  what  the  IfiOOL  is  to 
be  paid.  But  even  if  it  did  incorporate  the  former  agreement,  there 
are  two  decisions  showing  it  to  be  unnecessary  to  count  the  words  of 
the  agreement  We  think  we  ought  to  abide  by  those  decisions. 
There  may  be  evasion  of  the  stamp  laws  in  consequence,  but  we  can- 
not help  that  That  is  for  the  legislature  to  consider.  The  words  of 
the  Stamp  Act  must  be  very  clear  for  the  imposition  of  a  charge  upon 
the  subject     This  is  a  distinct  agreement,  and  so  a  IL  stamp  was 
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sufficient     If  it  were  not  so,  it  incorporates  the  former  agreement, 
and  then  it  would  be  a  case  not  exactly  met  by  the  Stamp  Act. 

Venire  de  novo. 


in  the  exchequer  chamber 
Heath  v.  Unwin.^ 

May  11,  and  Jane  21, 1852. 

Patent y  Infringement  o/, —  Use  of  Elements  of  Composite  Substance. 

The  use  of  the  elements  of  a  composite  substance  is  a  use  of  the  composite  so  as  to  be  an 
infringement  of  a  patent  for  the  use  of  the  composite  substance. 

Where  the  elements  of  a  composite  substance  are  used,  and  in  the  process  of  the  manofac- 
tore  the  composite  is  itself  rormed,  this  is  not  the  use  of  an  equivalent  for  that  substance, 
but  the  use  of  the  substance  itself. 

A  patent  for  the  use  of  a  substance  in  a  process  is  infringed  by  the  use  of  a  chemical  equi- 
valent, known  to  be  so  at  the  time  of  the  use,  if  used  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  benefit 
of  the  patent,  and  of  midung  a  colorable  yariation  therefrom.    Per  Erie,  J. 

The  plaintiff  took  out  a  patent  for  certain  improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  steel,  and 
claimed  "  the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese  in  any  process  whereby  iron  is  converted  into 
cast  steel  ;'*  and  in  the  description  of  his  process  he  said  that  he  proposed  to  make  his  im- 
proved steel  by  introducing  into  a  crucible  broken  steel  or  malleable  iron  and  carbonace- 
ous matter,  with  from  one  to  three  per  cent  of  their  weight  of  carburet  of  manganese,  and 
melting  them  together.  The  defendant  put  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter 
into  the  crucible  with  the  iron,  and  produced  the  same  result,  and  an  action  was  bronc^ht 
against  him  for  the  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent  At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that 
during  this  process  the  oxide  of  manganese  and  the  carbonaceous  matter  combined,  smd 
formed  a  carburet  of  manganese,  and  then,  in  the  same  process,  but  at  a  higher  tempera- 
ture, this  carburet  acted  upon  the  iron  and  produced  the  same  result  as  that  effected  by 
the  plaintiff's  process.  The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that  there  was  no  evidence 
of  an  infringement,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  thereupon  tendered :  — 

Hdd^  in  error,  (diaaentiaitSnu  Aldbrsok,  B.,  and  Colleridgb  J.)  First,  that  there  was  evi- 
dence for  the  jury  of  the  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent  Secondly,  that  the  disco- 
very claimed  by  the  patent  was  the  use  of  the  carburet  of  manganese,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  limited  to  the  mode  of  working  mentioned  in  hb  specification ;  and  although  the 
defendant's  process  might  constitute  a  different  manner  of  manufacturing  carburet  of 
manganese,  yet,  if  he  used  it  in  the  conversion  of  iron  into  steel,  he  infringed  the  patent. 

• 

This  was  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  The  case 
was  tried  before  Cresswell,  J.,  at  Westminster,  on  the  30th  of  No- 
vember, 1850.  The  material  question  arose  on  the  issue  on  the  plea 
of  not  guilty,  as  to  which  his  lordship  (in  accordance  with  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  another  action  between  the  same 
parties,  13  Mee.  &  W.  583 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  153,) 
directed  the  jury  that  there  were  no  evidence  of  any  infringement. 


1 16  Jur.  996 ;  22  Law  J.  Rod.  (k.  s.)  C.  P.  7 ;  before  Aldekson,  B.,  Colbbidok, 
J.,  WiOHTMAN,  J.,  Eblb,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Cbompton,  J. 
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A  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered  to  this  ruling,  which  stated  the 
following  facts. 

The  plaintiff's  patent,  dated  the  6th  of  April,  1839,  was  for  certain 
improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  iron  and  steel. 

The  specification  declared  the  nature  of  the  invention  to  be,  fourthly, 
"  the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese  in  any  process  whereby  iron  is 
converted  into  cast  steel ; "  and  as  to  this,  he  stated  the  manner  in 
"which  the  invention  was  to  be  performed,  thus :  — "  I  propose  to 
make  an  improved  quality  of  cast  steel,  by  introducing  into  a  cruci- 
ble bars  of  common  blistered  steel,  broken  as  usual  into  fragments, 
or  mixtures  of  cast  and  malleable  iron,  or  malleable  iron  and  carbo- 
naceous  matters,  along  with  from  one  to  three  per  cent,  of  their 
weight  of  carburet  of  manganese,  and  exposing  the  crucible  to  the 
proper  heat  for  melting  the  materials,  which  are,  when  fused,  to  be 
poured  into  an  ingot  mould,  in  the  usual  manner ;  but  I  do  not  claim 
the  use  of  any  such  mixture  of  cast  and  malleable  iron,  or  malleable  iron 
or  carbonaceous  matter,  as  any  part  of  my  invention,  but  only  the  use 
of  carburet  of  manganese  in  any  process  for  the  conversion  of  iron  into 
cast  steeL"  Evidence  was  given  to  show  that  before  the  time  of  the 
plaintiiPs  patent,  neither  carburet  of  manganese  (which  is  a  combi- 
nation of  carbonaceous  matter  with  the  black  oxide  of  manganese), 
nor  the  component  elements  of  carburet  of  manganese  had  been 
employed  in  the  manufacturing  of  cast  steel.  Attempts  had  been 
made  to  make  cast  steel  with  the  black  oxide  of  manganese,  but  had 
feJled,  for  the  oxide  broke  the  pots,  or  rendered  them  porous,  so  that 
the  metal  ran  through.  It  was  also  stated  that,  by  the  process  de- 
scribed in  the  specincation,  very  superior  cast  steel  was  produced. 
At  first,  after  taking  out  the  patent,  the  plaintiff  made  his  carburet  of 
manganese  by  putting  oxide  of  manganese,  mixed  with  coal  tar, 
into  a  pot  lined  with  charcoal,  and  exposing  it  to  an  excessive  heat ; 
the  two  substances,  acting  on  each  other,  mutually  produced  the 
carburet.  The  carburet  thus  obtained  was  put  into  the  pot  in  which 
the  steel  was,  when  the  steel  was  in  a  fused  state.  The  plaintiff 
afterwards  discovered  that  if,  instead  of  making  the  carburet  of  man- 
ganese separately,  first,  he  took  coal  tar,  or  other  carbonaceous  mat- 
ter, and  the  black  oxide  of  manganese,  and  mixed  them  into  a  paste, 
and  put  them  into  the  crucible  where  the  steel  was  being  melted,  the 
same  superior  cast  steel  was  produced,  and  at  a  greatly  diminished 
expense,  for  one  pot  and  one  heating  served  the  double  purpose. 
The  plaintiff  subsequently  made  use  of  this  composition  of  mixed 
oxide  of  manganese  and  coal  tar,  and  supplied  the  defendant,  and  other 
manufacturers,  with  some  of  it  Sometimes  the  composition  was 
put  mto  the  crucible  with  the  iron  when  cold,  and  at  other  times 
in  various  stages  of  fusion  of  the  metal.  It  was  admitted  that  since 
the  date  of  the  patent,  the  defendant  had  manufactured  cast  steel 
by  using  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter  introduced 
into  the  pot  at  the  same  moment  as  the  steel,  each  of  such  ingre- 
dients being  at  the  time  of  introduction  separate  and  apart,  and  not 
in  combination  with  the  others.  Scientific  witnesses  stated  their 
opinion  that  when  the  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter 
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were  introduced  into  the  pot  with  the  steel,  the  carburet  of  manga- 
nese would  be  formed  by  the  combination  of  the  oxide  and  carbon 
at  a  lower  temperature  than  would  melt  the  steel,  and  that  the  car- 
buret of  manganese  when  so  formed  would  afterwards  combine  'with 
the  steel. 

A.  J.  K  Cockbumj  (BramweU  and  Webster  with  him,)  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintifF'had  taken  out  a  patent  iot  the  use  of  carburet 
of  manganese  in  the  manufacture  of  cast  steeL  Oxide  of  manga- 
nese had  been  formerly  tried,  but  had  failed  because  of  its  affinity 
with  the  earthy  matter  of  the  melting  pots.  The  plaintiff's  process 
avoided  this  difficulty.  The  mode  of  making  steel,  adopted  by  the 
defendant,  and  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains,  was  this  —  he  did 
not  put  carburet  of  manganese  into  the  crucible,  but  he  took  oxide 
of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter,  and  put  them  into  it ;  tbey 
contained  the  elements  of  carburet  of  manganese,  and  there  was, 
therefore,  a  double  process  in  the  crucible,  namely,  the  carburet  was 
made  first,  and  then  the  steel.  The  invention  of  the  plaintiff  turned 
out  to  be  so  valuable  as  to  effect  a  revolution  in  the  trade.  Former- 
ly, to  make  welded  cast  steel,  it  was  necessary  to  have  the  best  Rus- 
sian or  Swedish  iron,  but  hiis  improvements  rendered  available  the 
native  metal,  though  it  was  of  an  inferior  character.  It  was  admit- 
ted that  the  defendant  had  used  the  same  elements  and  produced  the 
same  result.  The  question  is,  whether  he  has  infringed  the  patent. 
The  Court  of  Exchequer  said  that  he  had  not,  considering  intention 
an  ingredient  in  the  case.  The  evidence  in  this  case  raised  what 
was  stated  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  as  a  matter  of  speculative 
opinion  to  the  standard  of  a  fact  No  doubt  carburet  of  manganese 
enters  into  combination  with  the  iron,  producing  a  very  improved 
steel,  and  there  is  the  same  result  as  regards  the  eventual  product,  if 
the  elements  of  the  carburet  be  put  with  the  iron  into  the  pot  On 
the  last  trial  this  was  placed  beyond  speculation,  and  shown  to  be  a 
scientific  fact  The  experiment  was  tried  by  putting  carburet  of 
manganese  and  iron  into  one  crucible,  and  oxide  of  manganese  and 
carbonaceous  matter  and  iron  into  another.  The  result  was  the 
same.  These  elements  of  carburet  were  then  put  without  iron  into 
one  crucible,  and  they  were  put  with  iron  into  another.  In  the  first, 
carburet  of  manganese  was  produced ;  in  the  second,  the  improved 
steel,  but  not  a  trace  of  the  carburet  remained.  In  fact,  it  is  the 
combination  of  the  carburet  of  manganese  with  the  iron  which  pro- 
duces the  steel,  as  was  shown  at  the  trial.  The  question  of  intention 
has  nothing  to  do  with  a  civil  injury.  Why  is  an  ignorant  man 
to  be  in  a  better  position  than  an  educated  one  ?  K  a  man,  through 
ignorance,  infringes  a  patent,  he  is  liable.  Stead  v.  Anderson^  ll*Jar. 
878. 

[Alderson,  B.  Intention  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question. 
To  use  a  well-known  equivalent  is  cleany  an  infringement ;  but  to 
say  that  if  a  person  discovers  an  equivalent,  and  uses  it,  he  thereby 
infringes  a  pateqt,  will  be  to  check  scientific  discovery.] 

The  principle  involved  in  this  inquiry  is  one  of  considerable  impor- 
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tance.  In  all  processes  of  a  chemical  nature,  the  person  describing 
it  speaks  of  it  as  a  chemical  compound.  Heat  is  known  to  be  almost 
invariably  the  means  of  effecting  combination.  If  he  speaks  of  a  salt, 
known  to  be  a  combination  of  acid  and  earthy  base,  would  it  be 
tolerated  that  a  person  should  then  use  the  elements  ? 

[Crompton,  J.  They  make  it  in  the  pot,  and  you  out  of  it ;  that  is 
very  like  a  direct  infringement.] 

T.  JoneSy  (Deighton  with  him),  for  the  defendant  The  question  is, 
whether  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  infringement.  It 
may  be  admitted  that  there  is  no  difference  between  a  direct  and  in- 
direct infringement,  but  the  infringement  here  is  a  mere  matter  of 
theory  and  speculation.  It  is  a  theory  that  carburet  of  manganese  is 
first  formed  in  the  crucible,  and  then  united  with  the  iron.  The 
charge  against  the  defendant  is,  that  he  has  done  that  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred  or  speculated  that  he  has  infringed  the  patent ;  or,  in 
other  words,  he  is  charged  with  doing  that  which  is  possibly  wrong- 
ful. If  the  jury  had  found  this  to  be  trtfe,  the  nature  of  the  truth  so 
found  would  be  too  doubtful  to  amount  to  a  legal  fact 

t Coleridge,  J.  But  sureW  it  might  be  found  as  a  fact  by  the  jury.] 
iut  it  lies  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  defendant  has  done  a 
>vrongf  ul  act.  Here  the  wrong  is  of  necessity  speculative.  Chemists 
say,  when  these  elements  are  introduced  into  the  pot,  that  they  form, 
according  to  their  notion,  a  certain  combination.  The  defendant  may 
be  taken  to  entertain  a  different  opinion.  He  may  think  that  the  car- 
buret is  not  formed  before  the  steel.     Upon  the  evidence  it  is  doubtful. 

[  Alderson,  B.  Suppose  it  is  discovered  that  carburet  of  manganese 
and  iron  make  good  steel,  and  that  is  well  known,  and  it  is  also 
known  that  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter  form  car- 
buret of  manganese,  and  then  a  person  discovers  that  by  a  different 
mode  of  mixing  them  with  iron  he  can  produce  steel  in  an  improved 
and  cheaper  form ;  is  this  a  discovery  or  an  infringement?  It  is  cer- 
tainly a  very  important  question.] 

Until  it  is  shown  that  the  elements  do  unite,  there  is  no  fact  of 
which,  in  law,  the  plaintiff  can  complain.  The  patent  is  distinctly 
for  the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese,  and  does  not  glance  at  the  use 
of-  the  elements  thereof,  or  any  thing  else. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  Do  you  usc  carburct  of  manganese  to  make  iron 
into  steel  ?] 

No.  Ours  is  a  new  discovery ;  the  plaintiff  discovered  the  use  of 
carburet  of  manganese,  but  not  the  use  of  oxide  of  manganese  and  car- 
bon. When  he  took  out  his  patent  he  did  not  know,  what  we  have 
since  discovered,  that  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter 
thrown  into  the  pot  with  iron  produced  the  same  result  The  mate- 
rial called  carburet  of  manganese  is  worth  78/.  a  ton;  the  combina- 
tion of  carbonaceous  matter  and  oxide  of  manganese  is  worth  7/.  a 
ton.  The  plaintiff  did  not  know,  when  he  took  out  his  patent,  that 
the  latter  cheap  substance  would  answer  as  well  as  the  former,  but 
now  seeks  to  exdude  the  public  from  the  use  of  the  cheaper  material 
for  the  period  of  his  patent   #[e  says  it  is  the  same  thing,  although 

VOL.  XIV.  18 
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SO  different  in  price.  The  difference  is  not  merely  in  the  way  of 
making  carburet,  but  of  making  steel. 

[  Alderson,  B.  It  is  clear  that  the  same  result  is  produced ;  but  is 
not  this  a  discovery  ?  It  is  true  that  you  may  not  use  a  known  che- 
mical equivalent ;  but  if  not  known,  how  is  it  ?  Was  it  known, 
before  the  experiments  were  tried,  that  the  three  ingredients  mixed 
would  produce  the  steel  ?  The  opinions  of  scientific  men  amount  to 
actual  knowledge.] 

The  plaintiff  himself,  did  not  know  it,  otherwise  his  specification 
would  not  be  an  honest  one,  which  it  must  be  presumed  to  be.  The 
real  question  is,  whether  we  make  the  cast  steel  in  the  same  way. 
The  manner  and  form  of  making  it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  patent  in 
this  case.     Barber  v.  Grace^  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  122. 

[Alderson,  B.  If  you  do  the  same  thing,  it  is  an  infringment ;  so, 
if  there  be  a  colorable  evasion,  as  by  using  a  known  equivalent  It 
does  not  follow,  because  chemists  have  now  made  the  discovery,  that 
therefore  there  is  an  infringement  The  defendant  must  have  belbn 
told* by  the  specification  what  to  do ;  but  can  that  have  been  the  case 
if  it  was  not  then  known  that  this  combination  would  form  steel  ?J 

A.  J.  E.  Cockbum^  in  reply.  A  party  who  takes  out  a  patent 
may  not  know  the  full  extent  of  the  invention ;  but  no  one  is  entitled 
to  use  it  merely  because  he  can  adopt  cheaper  materials.  He  has  no 
right  to  ingraft  that  discovery  upon  the  former,  or  to  build  upon  the 
former  foundation.  He  has  no  right  to  say,  "  because  I  have*  im- 
proved your  process,  therefore  your  patent  fails." 

[Alderson,  B.  Suppose  that  the  iron  was  rendered  twenty  times 
harder  by  the  use  of  coal-tar,  then  it  would  be  a  discovery.  It  is  true 
that  you  cannot,  in  mechanical  inventions,  use  any  process  up  to  a 
certain  point,  but  it  may  be  different  in  chemical  discoveries.] 

Gur.  euiv.  vuU. 

June  21.  There  being  a  difference  of  opinion,  their  lordships  now 
delivered  their  judgments  seriatim. 

Crompton,  J.  This  was  an  action  for  an  infringement  of  a  patent 
The  only  question  which  is  now  material  to  be  considered  arose  at 
the  trial  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty ;  and  the  learned  judge  who  tried 
the  cause  directed  the  jury,  according  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer,  in  a  previous  case  between  the  same  parties,  that  there 
was  no  evidence  of  infringement  A  bill  of  exceptions  was  tendered 
against  this  direction,  and  we  have  now  to  consider  whether  there 
was  any  evidence  of  infringement  which  ought  to  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  For  present  purposes,  we  must  assume  that  the 
invention  patented  was  novel  and  useful ;  and  the  only  question  is, 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  of  infringement  to  go  to  the  jury. 
It  will  be  first  necessary  to  see  of  what  the  invention  consists.  The 
patentee,  after  mentioning  other  inventions,  which  are  not  material, 
declares  his  invention  to  be,  the  use  dPcarburet  of  manganese  in  any 
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process  whereby  iron  is  converted  into  cast  steeL  In  a  subsequent 
part  of  his  specification  he  states  what  that  operation  is  as  follows : 
[His  lordship  read  the  plaintiff's  description  of  his  process.] 
He  states  his  claim,  with  reference  to  this  invention,  to  be,  the  em- 
ployment of  carburet  of  manganese  in  preparing  an  improved  cast 
steel.  The  two  substances,  are  to  be  placed  together,  forming  (as 
proved  by  the  evidence)  alloy.  This  being  the  invention,  one  mode 
of  carrying  it  out  is  particularized  in  that  part  of  the  specification  in 
w^hich  the  patentee  specifies  his  modus  operandi^  and  shows  how  he 
brings  the  two  substances  togethef,  by  introducing  them  into  the 
same  crucible.  It  is  important  to  distinguish  between  the  invention 
and  the  particular  mode  of  working  as  described  in  the  patent.  There 
may  be  other  modes  than  that  pointed  out  by  the  patentee,  of  bring* 
ing  the  two  substances  together,  which  I  apprehend  to  be  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  patent,  if  they  involved  the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese 
in  the  process  of  the  conversion  of  iron  into  cast  steel.  The  question 
is,'  whether  what  the  defendant  was  proved  to  have  done  was  not 
evidence  of  the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese  in  the  process  of  the 
conversion  of  iron  into  cast  steel,  although  the  operation  was  carried 
on  in  an  improved  mode,  different  from  that  described  in  the  speci- 
fication, and  originally  adopted  by  the  plaintiff. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  first  worked 
his  patent  by  preparing  the  carburet  of  manganese  from  coal  tar  and 
oxide  of  manganese,  and  by  then  using  the  carburet  so  prepared,  in 
the  process  of  converting  the  iron  into  steel,  in  the  manner  described 
in  the  specification.  He  afterwards  found  that  the  same  advantage 
was  attained  by  taking  oxide  of  manganese  and  coal  tar,  and  putting 
them  into  the  crucible  in  which  the  steel  was  melted ;  and  witnesses 
in  the  employ  of  the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  discovered  that  the 
using  the  carburet  in  the  way  I  have  described  would  answer  the 
same  purpose  as  making  the  carburet  first  Strong  evidence  was 
given,  by  several  scientific  witnesses,  that  when  the  coal  tar  and  the 
oxide  of  manganese  were  put  into  the  crucible,  a  carburet  of  man- 
ganese was  formed  from  them  before  the  melting  of  the  steel. 
They  said  that  the  carburet  of  manganese  would  be  first  formed, 
and  immediately  aUy  itself  with  the  steel,  and  that  the  carburet 
would  be  formed  at  a  lower  temperature  than  that  at  which  steel 
was  melted ;  and  they  said  in  this  way,  when  the  carburet  of  man- 
ganese was  employed  in  the  manufacture  of  steel,  it  was  an  im- 
proved process.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  in  the  habit 
of  making  up  coal  tar  and  manganese  into  packets,  to  be  used  in  the 
new  method.  Some  of  these  packets  had  been  supplied  by  him  to 
the  defendant  The  defendant  was  admitted  to  have  manufactured 
cast  steel,  by  using  the  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  mat- 
ter introduced  into  the  pot  at  the  same  moment  with  the  iron.  I 
think  that  this  was  evidence  of  using  carburet  of  manganese  in  the 
process  of  converting  iron  into  steel,  and  was  evidence  of  a  distinct 
infringement  of  the  patent  It  was  a  neater  mode  of  carrying  out 
the  invention,  by  making  the  carburet  in  the  crucible,  instead  of  pre- 
paring it  out  of  the  crucible,  and  then  introducing  the  carburet  and 
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iron  into  the  crucible  together ;  and  in  both  operations  the  two  sub- 
stances are  brought  together,  and  the  alloy  is  formed. 

The  question  does  not  seem  to  be  one  of  imitation,  or  of  equiva- 
lent, but  whether  there  is  not  evidence  of  the  direct  use  of  the  carbu- 
ret for  the  purpose  of  manufacture,  though  in  a  neater  mode 
than  that  described  in  the  specification.  -  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
suggestion  that  the  invention  was  the  putting  the  two  substances  in 
the  crucible  together  in  the  exact  manner  pointed  out  by  the  plain- 
tiff;  but  I  think  that  the  discovery  claimed  is  the  use  of  the  carburet 
in  the  manufacture,  and  that  it  is  not  limited  to  the  mode  of  working 
mentioned  in  the  specification,  which  I  think  the  plaintiff  gives  merely 
as  a  means  of  working  his  invention.  The  discovery  of  the  new 
mode  of  making  the  carburet  in  the  pot,  in  the  course  of  the  process, 
so  as  to  be  ready  to  ally  with  the  steel  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
process,  may  have  been  a  discovery  and  improvement  on  the  plain- 
tiff's invention,  for  which  a  patent  might,  perhaps,  have  been  taken 
out;  and  if  taken  out  by  a  stranger,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  used 
the  new  method  without  infringing  the  patent  for  the  improvement 
On  the  other  hand,  the  new  method  could  not,  in  such  case,  have 
been  carried  on  without  infringing  the  plaintiff's  patent,  if,  as  I  think, 
it  was  an  improved  and  neater  mode  of  bringing  the  two  substances 
together,  being  a  use  of  carburet,  in  the  state  of  cEurburet,  in  the 
maimfacture  of  steel. 

I  do  not  attribute  any  weight  to  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  himself 
being  the  discoverer  of  the  new  mode,  or  of  the  defendant  having 
had  it  communicated  to  him  by  the  plaintiff.  However  much  these 
facts  might  affect  the  moral  justice  of  the  case,  they  do  not  seem  to 
me  to  alter  the  law.  If  the  new  plan  was  a  distinct  invention,  the 
defendant  might  have  used  it,  whoever  was  the  inventor.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  was  the  use  of  carburet  in  the  process  of  manufacture, 
it  would  be  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent,  even  if  the  de- 
fendant himself  had  invented  the  improvement  I  think  there  was 
abundant  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might  infer,  that  in  the  new 
method  the  carburet  was  first  formed  in  the  crucible,  from  the  mate- 
rials, so  as  to  be  in  the  distinct  state  of  carburet  before  the  use  of  It 
in  the  manufacture  of  steel  commenced,  and  that  after  its  formation  it 
was  used  as  a  carburet  of  manganese  in  the  process  of  converting  the 
iron  into  steel ;  and  I  think  that,  from  such  a  state  of  facts  it  was 
competent  for  the  jury  to  find  that  the  patent  had  been  infringed  by 
the  defendant  I  think. that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
venire  de  novo  awarded. 

Platt,  B.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case,  charging  the  defen- 
dant with  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent ;  and  on  the  issue 
joined  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  the  learned  judge  directed  the  jury 
at  the  trial,  that  the  matters  deposed  to  by  the  plaintiff's  witnesses 
were  not  evidence  of  that  infringement  The  plaintiff  having  except- 
ed to  that  direction,  and  brought  his  writ  of  error,  the  question  arises 
whether,  on  the  matter  adduced  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  on 
the  trial,  there  was  such  evidence.     It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff's 
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patent  was  for  an  improvement  in  the  manufacture  of  steel,  by  the 
use  of  carburet  of  manganese  in  the  process  of  converting  iron  into 
that  metal.  By  the  specification,  he  claimed,  as  part  of  the  inven- 
tion, the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese  in  any  process  whereby  iron 
was  converted  into  cast  steel,  and  he  describes  the  mode  by  which 
he  obtained  fine  cast  steel  from  simple  iron,  by  the  use  of  carburet  of 
manganese.  It  was  admitted  at  the  trial  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant,  that  since  the  date  of  the  patent  the  defendant  had 
manufactured  cast  steel  by  using  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbona- 
ceous matter,  introduced  into  the  melting  pot  at  the  same  moment  with 
the  iron ;  the  three  ingredients,  oxide  of  manganese,  carbonaceous 
matter,  and  iron,  being,  however,  separate  and  apart,  and  not  in  com- 
bination with  either  of  the  others. 

It  is  also  admitted,  that  since  the  date  of'  the  patent  the  defendant 
had  manufactured  cast  stpel  by  using  only,  I  think,  oxide  of  manga- 
nese and  highly  carbonized  steel,  introduced  separately  into  the  pot 
at  the  same  time ;  and  the  testimony  of  chemists  at  the  trial  tended 
to  show,  that  in  each  of  these  two  processes  carburet  of  manganese 
would  be  formed,  and  would  become  the  active  means  of  efiecting 
the  improved  manufacture.  Smrely,  whether  the  carburet,  or  its  con- 
s5tituent  parts  separately,  are  put  into  the  melting  pot,  could  not 
make  any  diffeience,  if  those  parts  afterwards  combined^  and  in  their 
combined  state  acted  in  the  same  manner  on  the  subject  of  the  ma- 
nufacture. By  the  defendant's  selection  of  substances,  which  he  put 
into  the  melting  pot,  he  collected  together  oxygen,  carbon,  and 
manganese.  The  relative  affinities  sufficed  to  lead  to  the  natural 
expectation  that  they  would,  on  the  application  of  the  proper  heat, 
combine,  and  in  that  combination  form  the  carburet  required.  This 
may  constitute  a  different  manner  of  manufacturing  carburet  of 
manganese  ;  but,  however  manufactured,  if  the  defendant  used  it  in 
the  conversion  of  iron  into  cast  steel,  he,  in  my  judgment,  infringed 
the  patent.  Whether  the  chemical  testimony  was  credible  or  not 
is  not  a  matter  for  our  consideration.  We  are  required  to  consider 
and  determine  whether,  coupled  with  the  admissions  on  the  trial,  it 
was  evidence,  and  evidence  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  of  the  defendant 
having  used  carburet  of  manganese  in  the  process  for  the  conversion 
of  iron  into  cast  steel.  I  think  it  was,  that  the  ruling  of  the  learned 
judge  was  incorrect,  and  that  the  venire  de  novo  should  be  awarded. 

Erle,  J.  In  this  case  the  question  is,  whether  there  was  any  evi- 
dence of  an  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent "  for  the  use  of  carbu- 
ret of  manganese  in  the  process  of  converting  iron  into  cast  steel ; " 
and  there  was  evidence  that  the  defendant,  by  heating  the  elements 
of  carburet  of  manganese  with  iron,  formed  first  the  carburet,  and 
then  cast  steel.  If  this  be  true,  the  defendant  would,  in  my  judg- 
ment, be  guilty  of  a  direct  infringement.  But  assuming  this  to  be 
doubtful,  there  was  also  evidence  that  he  had  indirectly  infringed  this 
patent  for  the  use  of  a  substance  in  a  process,  by  the  use  of  a  known 
chemical  equivalent  for  that  substance  in  that  process.  At  the  time 
of  the  patent  the  patentee  made  the  carburet  by  heating  the  carbon 
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and  manganese  till  it  was  fonned,  and  then  heated  the  carburet  with 
iron  to  form  the  cast  steeL  He  afterwards  discovered,  that  if  the 
elements  of  the  carburet  were  heated  with  the  iron,  the  same  result 
would  be  obtained,  and  one  heating  would  be  saved.  He  communi- 
cated the  eifect  of  this  discovery  to  the  defendant  by  selling  to  him 
the  packet  containing  the  elements  of  the  carburet  to  be  so  used. 
The  patentee  knew  at  the  time  of  the  patent  the  elements  of  which 
he  formed  the  carburet,  and  from  that  knowledge  was  induced  to  use 
those  as  equivalent  to  the  substance  mentioned  in  the  specification. 
There  is  thus  some  evidence  that  the  defendant  infringed  the  patent 
by  the  use  of  a  chemical  equivalent  for  the  patented  substance,  known 
to  be  so  at  the  time  of  the  patent.  But  I  am  further  of  opinion  that 
a  patent  for  the  use  of  a  substance  in  a  process  is  infringed  by  the 
use  of  a  chemical  equivalent  for  that  substance,  known  to  be  so  at 
the  time  of  the  use,  if  used  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  benefit  of 
the  patent,  and  of  making  a  colorable  variation  therefrom.  Taking 
the  instance  put  in  the  argument  of  this  case  in  the  Exchequer,  if  a 
patent  was  for  the  use  of  soda  in  a  process,  and  by  subsequent 
analysis  sodium  and  oxygen  were  discovered  to  be  the  elements  of 
soda,  the  use  of  sodium  and  oxygen  in  the  patented  process,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  equivalent  to  soda  in  that  process,  would  appear  to 
me  to  be  an  infringment,  though  the  analysis  of  soda  was  subsequent 
to  the  patent.  Upon  these  grounds  it  appears  to  me  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  venire  de  novo. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.^  I  cannot  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no 
evidence  for  the  jury,  in  this  case,  that  the  defendant  in  the  action, 
had  infringed  the  plaintiff's  patent ;  and  if  there  is  any,  the  plaintifi" 
is  entitled  to  judgment  upon  this  bill  of  exceptions  for  a  venire  de 
novo.  The  action  was  on  the  case  for  infringing  a  patent  for  '  certain 
improvements  in  the  manufacture  of  steel.'  The  defendant  pleaded 
not  guilty,  and  several  other  pleas ;  but  the  question  arose  upon  the 
plea  of  not  guilty.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  specification,  declared  that 
one  of  his  improvements  was, '  in  the  use  of  carburet  of  manganese 
in  any  process  whereby  iron  is  converted  into  cast  steel ; '  and  he 
claims  that  as  his  invention.  It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  use 
of  the  carburet  of  manganese  in  the  manufacture  of  steel  was  un- 
known before  the  plaintiff's  invention,  and  that  it  was  a  most  impor- 
tant improvement  In  the  specification  the  plaintiff  states  the  mode 
in  which  he  applies  the  carburet  of  manganese  to  the  iron  or  steel, 
but  states  expressly  that  all  he  claims  as  his  invention  is  the  use  of 
the  carburet  in  any  process  for  the  conversion  of  iron  into  cast  steel. 
It  appears  by  the  evidence  that  the  carburet  may  be  applied  in  three 
ways  :  —  One,  by  making  the  carburet  first,  and  then  introducing  it 
into  the  melting  pot  with  the  iron  or  steel  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied; 
and  this  is  the  mode  stated  in  the  specification.  Another,  by  putting 
the  ingredients  which  are  to  form  the  carburet  into  the  pot  at  the 
same  time  with  the  iron  or  steel,  in  which  case  the  carburet  is  formed 


^  His  lordship  was  absent  through  illness,  but  his  judgment  was  read  by  Coleridge,  J. 
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in  the  pot  before  it  acts  upon  the  iron  or  steel ;  and  this  mode  was 
adopted  by.  the  plaintiff  subsequently  to  the  patent  specified.  And, 
thirdly,  by  putting  oxide  of  manganese  into  the  pot  with  steel  so 
highly  carbonized  that  at  a  high  temperature  carburet  of  manganese 
would  be  formed,  and  produce  the  same  effect  upon  the  steel  as  if 
either  of  the  other  processes  were  used. 

It  was  admitted  ^Jiat  the  defendant  had  adopted  both  of  the  last  modes 
of  using  carburet  of  manganese  in  the  manufacture  of  steel.  In  each 
of  the  three  modes  the  same  materials  are  used,  and  the  effect  is  pro- 
duced by  the  same  means,  namely,  the  action  of  carburet  of  manga- 
nese  upon  iron.  The  materials  are  the  same  in  each — iron,  manganese, 
and  carbonaceous  matter,  which  two  latter  must  unite  before  they  act 
upon  the  iron ;  and  in  all  the  three  the  union  of  the  carbon  and 
manganese  takes  place  before  the  united  substance  acts  upon  the  iron. 
The  mode  adopted  by  the  defendant  is  not  by  using  chemical  equiva- 
lents ;  the  materials  and  combinations  are  the  same  with  those  of  the 
plaintiff,  with  this  difference,  that  his  carburet  is  formed  in  the  same 
pot  in  which  the  iron  is ;  whereas,  by  the  plaintifTs  specification,  the 
carburet  is  formed  before  it  is  put  into  the  pot ;  but  in  both  the  car- 
buret must  be  formed  before  it  can  act  upon  the  iron.  By  the  mode 
adopted  by  the  defendant,  which  indeed  the  plaintiff  himself  had 
adopted,  one  heating  suffices  for  the  whole  process ;  whereas,  by  the 
mode  mentioned  in  the  specification,  the  oxide  of  manganese  and  car- 
bon must  first  be  converted  into  carburet  by  the  action  of  one  fire,  and 
then  there  must  be  another  to  produce  the  action  of  the  carburet  upon 
the  iron.  The  plaintifPs  patent,  however,  is  not  for  the  mode  of 
prepeiring  the  carburet  of  manganese,  but  for  the  use  of  it  in  any 
process  whereby  iron  is  converted  into  cast  steel.  The  process  by 
which  the  defendant  makes  his  carburet  may  be  an  improvement 
upon  that  mentioned  in  the  specification,  but  when  made  he  uses  it 
for  the  same  purpose  and  with  the  same  effect  as  the  plaintiff  Both 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  operate  upon  the  iron,  and  produce 
the  same  effect  upon  it,  by  the  same  agent,  namely,  carburet  of  man- 
ganese ;  and  it  is  for  the  operation  of  that  agent  upon  iron  in  the  pro- 
cess of  converting  it  into  steel  that  the  plaintiff  has  taken  out  his 
patent.  I  think,  therefore,  that  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  that 
the  defendant  had  infringed  the  plaintifi''s  patent,  and  that  there 
should  be  a  venire  de  novo. 

Coleridge,  J.  The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  there 
was  any  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  infringment  of  the 
plaintiff's  patent ;  and  this  must  be  considered  on  the  assumption 
that  the  plaintiff's  specification  was  unexceptionable,  a  condition 
which  it  will  be  found  very  important  to  bear  in  mind  in  the 
examination  of  the  evidence.  Limiting  myself  to  all  that  is  in  ques- 
tion in  the  present  case,  I  may  state  that  the  specification,  to  be  per- 
fect, must  be  taken  to  specify  impliedly  all  the  chemical  equivalents 
to  the  chemical  means  expressly  stated  for  producing  the  promised 
result,  which  were,  at  the  time  of  specifying,  known  to  ordinarily 
skilled  chemists,  or  to  the  patentee  himself.   The  latter  of  these  seems 
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to  me  as  necessary  as  the  former.  If  the  inventor  of  an  alleged  dis- 
covery, knowing  of  two  equivalent  agents  for  effecting  his  end,  could, 
by  the  disclosure  of  one,  preclude  the  public  from  the  benefit  of  the 
other,  he  might,  for  his  own  profit,  force  upon  the  public  an  expensive 
and  difficult  process,  keeping  back  a  cheap  and  simple  one  ;  which 
would  be  directly  contrary  to  the  good  faith  required  from  every  paten- 
tee in  his  communication  to  the  public.  Now,  ^the  plaintiff  thus 
describes  the  process  which  he  claims  :  —  "  I  do  it  by  introducing  into 
a  crucible  bars  of  steel  broken  into  fragments,  mixtures  of  cast  and 
malleable  iron,  or  malleable  iron  and  carbonaceous  matter,  along  with 
from  one  to  three  per  cent,  of  their  weight  of  carburet  of  manga- 
nese." He  then  declares  that  he  does  not  claim  the  mixture  of  cast 
and  malleable  iron,  or  malleable  iron  and  carbonaceous  matter,  as 
any  part  of  his  invention,  but  only  the  use  of  carburet  of  manga- 
nese in  any  process  for  the  conversion  of  iron  into  cast  steel ;  and  in 
the  final  enumeration  of  his  claims  he  repeats,  "  I  claim  the  employ- 
ment of  carburet  of  manganese  in  preparing  ah  improved  cast  steel." 
This  being  the  specification  and  claim,  it  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  the  same  result  may  be  produced  as  certainly,  and  far  more 
cheaply,  by  substituting  for  the  carburet  of  manganese  oxide  of  man- 
ganese and  coal-tar,  (a  carbonaceous  matter),  which,  being  thrown 
into  the  crucible  with  the  iron,  there  is  strong  ground  for  believing, 
form  carburet  of  manganese  before  the  iron  is  in  a  state  of  fusion, 
and  before,  therefore,  any  mixture  of  the  two  takes  place.  The  dif- 
ference is,  that,  instead  of  the  formed  composite  substance  being 
thrown  into  the  crucible  in  certain  proportions  to  the  iron  and  car- 
bonaceous matter,  the  ingredients  of  each  substance  are  introduced, 
which  in  one  and  the  same  process,  but  in  an  earlier  stage  of  it,  form 
the  composite,  which  then  applies  itself  to  the  iron  and  produces  the 
desired  result. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  then,  I  think,  that  an  equivalent  in  this  case, 
if  that  equivalent  was  known,  at  the  date  of  the  specification,  to  the 
plaintiff  or  ordinary  chemists — those,  I  mean,  who  would  bring  to 
the  reading  of  the  specification  such  knowledge  as  must  be  presumed 
in  those  to  whom  it  must  be  taken  to  be  addressed  —  is  within  the 
specification,  and  the  use  of  it  is  an  infringement ;  if  not,  a  contrary 
conclusion  follows,  and  the  use  of  it  is  an  improvement  in  virtue  of 
a  new  discovery.  And  the  knowledge  I  speak  of  is,  of  course,  not 
the  knowing  what  were  the  component  parts  of  carburet  of  manga- 
nese, but  the  knowledge  that  the  component  parts  thus  applied  were 
equivalent  to  the  thing  itself,  applied  according  to  the  specification 
for  producing  the  desired  result  This  limitation  seems  to  me  required 
by  common  sense  and  common  practice  ;  unless  it  be  imposed,  I  see 
no  means  of  knowing  whether  the  latter  process  is  or  is  not  within 
the  specification;  and  unless  I  know  that,  I  have  no  means  of  distin- 
guishing improvement  from  infringement.  Whether  the  equivalent 
be  in  its  nature  near  to  or  remote  from  the  thing  itself,  seems  to  me, 
in  principle,  wholly  immaterial ;  and  equally  so,  that  the  one  should 
be  so  nearly  identical  with  the  other  as  in  themselves  the  component 
parts  may  be  with  the  composite  substance.     The  new  conclusion 
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may  be  deducible  from  known  and  specified  premises,  and,  in  strict 
reasoning,  therefore,  involved  in  them  ;  still  he  who  first  puts  the  pre- 
mises side  by  side,  and  deduces  the  conclusion,  is  the  inventor.  Many 
of  the  greatest  and  most  unquestioned  discoveries  reduce  themselves 
into  no  more  than  this.  Having  applied  these  principles  to  a  careful 
examination  of  the  evidence,  I  cannot  perceive  that  there  was  any  to 
show  either  that  chemists,  or  the  plaintiff  himself,  at  the  date  of 
the  specification,  had  any  knowledge  of  the  equivalent  which  the  de- 
fendant has  used,  though  there  is  evidence  that  at  a  later  period  the 
defendant  may  have  gained  his  knowledge  from  the  plaintiff  himself. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  at  the  trial  was 
correct,  and  that  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Alderson,  B.  The  first  question  is,  I  think,  what  really  is  the  in- 
vention described  and  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in  his  specification. 
He  describes  the  process  thus :  —  "  I  do  it,"  he  says,  "  by  introducing 
into  a  crucible  bars  of  steel  broken  into  fragments,  mixtures  of  cast 
and  malleable  iron,  or  maUeable  iron  and  carbonaceous  matter,  along 
with  from  one  to  three  per  cent,  of  their  weight  of  carburet  of  man- 
ganese." And  he  adds,  that  he  claims  the  use  of  carburet  of  manga- 
nese in  any  process  for  conversion  of  iron  into  steel.  Now,  we  are 
aw*are  that  carburet  of  manganese  was  a  well-known  substance  exist- 
ing before  the  patent.  As  the  specification  describes  it  as  being  intro- 
duced into  the  crucible  with  the  steel  or  iron,  and  as  it  is  to  be  intro- 
duced at  a  given  proportion  of  weight  with  the  steel  or  iron,  I  do  not 
myself  see  how  any  language  could  more  accurately  express,  to  those 
who  read  it,  that  the  patentee  really  meant  to  take  two  existing  sub- 
stances, .to  weigh  them,  to  take  their  definite  proportions  of  weight, 
the  one  to  the  other,  and  then,  introducing  these  definite  proportions 
of  carburet  of  manganese  and  of  steel  into  the  crucible,  to  proceed  to 
melt  them  together.  K  the  words  can  mean  any  thing  else,  it  is 
quite  out  of  my  power  to  conceive  it.  And  then,  I  think,  if  this  be 
established,  it  follows  that  all  that  the  patentee  has  claimed  and  spe- 
cified is  this  which  I  have  described.  But  I  fully  agree  also,  that, 
according  to  the  due  administration  of  the  patent  law,  every  specifi- 
cation is  toJ^e  read  a?  if  by  persons  acquainted  with  the  general  facts 
of  the  mechanical  or  chemical  science  involved  in  such  inventions. 
Thus,  if  a  particular  mechanical  process  is  specified,  and  there  are  for 
some  parts  of  it,  as  specified,  other  well-known  mechanical  equivalents, 
the  specifying  of  those  parts  is,  in  truth,  a  specification  of  the  well- 
known  equivalents,  also,  to  those  whose  general  knowledge  we  refer 
to,  namely,  mechanics  and  readers  of  the  specification ;  and  so  it  is 
with  chemical  equivalents,,  also,  in  a  specification  to  be  read  by  chem- 
ists. But  it  may  be  that  there  are  equivalents,  mechanical  or  chemi- 
cal existing,  but  previously  unknown  to  ordinarily  skilful  mechanics  or 
chemists.  These  are  not  included  in  the  specification,  but  must  be 
expressly  stated  therein.  These  are,  in  fact,  new  discoveries  in  them- 
selves, wholly  independent  of  the  specification,  which  omits  them, 
and  for  them  there  is  no  patent  or  specification  at  all.  They  may  be 
used  by  all  persons  without  infringing  the  patent     These  are  the 
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principles  upon  which  I  hold  that  this  question  must  be  determined, 
and  which  we  must  look  to  and  be  governed  by  when  we  answer  the 
question  here,  whether  there  is  any  evidence  of  the  infringement  of 
this  patent  by  the  defendant ;  and  I  propose,  therefore,  referring  my- 
self to  them,  to  consider  the  evidence  which  is  stated  in  this  record. 

It  is  clear  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  melted 
carburet  of  manganese  with  broken  steel  or  iron,  by  taking  each  of 
those  substances,  existing  in  a  separate  state,  and  putting  them  into 
a  crucible,  and  then  applying  heat.  He  has  not,  therefore,  directly 
and  in  terms  infringed  the  patent.  But  I  have  before  shown  that  an 
infringement  may  be  if  a  defendant  uses  a  known  chemical  or  mecha- 
nical substitute  equivalent  to  the  very  thing  pointed  out ;  for,  the 
equivalent  being  known,  and  a  part  of  the  general  knowledge  of  the 
world,  he  who,  by  his  specification,  describes  the  ingredients  which  he 
uses,  describes  impliedly  also  all  their  known  equivalents,  and  so  does, 
in  fact,  communicate  to  the  world,  by  his  specification,  the  knowledge 
of  the  invention;  and  on  this  knowledge,  thus  expressly  or  impliedly 
communicated,  he  who  afterwards  infringes  the  patent  really  acts. 
But  this  depends  upon  the  equivalent  being  a  known  one  before.  If 
the  equivalent  be  not  before  known,  he  who  discovers  de  novo  the 
equivalent  (if  it  be  better  than  the  original  for  which  it  is  the  equiva- 
lent) has,  by  the  use  of  the  equivalent,  improved  upon,  not  infringed, 
the  original  invention.  That  is  the  case  here ;  the  carburet  of  man- 
ganese is  to  be  taken  and  melted  with  the  broken  steel  or  iron.  This 
is  the  invention  —  an  improved  steel  is  the  result  Now,  carburet  of 
manganese  is  an  expensive  ingredient,  produced  by  an  additional  pro- 
cess, from  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbon.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  the  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbon  were  known  to  be  at  the 
time  of  this  specification — which  time,  and  not  the  time  of  the  use, 
is  the  material  time  to  look  at  —  exactly,  and  under  all  circumstances, 
an  equivalent  in  chemistry  for  carburet  of  manganese.  They  did 
produce  it,  but  only  after  being  subjected  to  a  special  process,  which 
was  expensive.  But  it  is  now  found,  that,  by  putting  these  ingredi- 
ents with  broken  steel  or  iron  into  a  crucible,  they  produce  the  same 
effects,  when  melted,  as  the  carburet  of  manganese  with  broken  steel 
or  iron  did  before  ;  and,  this  fact  existing,  a  scientific  reason  is  to  be 
found  for  it  It  is  said  now,  therefore,  that  these  ingredients,  melted 
together  at  a  lower  heat  than  will  melt  steel  or  iron,  do  in  the  crucible 
first  form  carburet  of  manganese,  and  then,  there  being  carburet  of 
manganese  formed  and  existing  in  the  crucible,  first  with  unmelted 
steel  or  iron,  the  subsequent  melting  of  those  two  ingredients  toge- 
ther forms  the  good  steel.  It  seems  clear  that  this  order  of  formation 
in  the  crucible  is  of  the  essence  as  to  the  success  of  the  operation, 
and  that  this  order  of  formation,  under  these  circumstances,  was 
utterly  unknown  at  the  time  of  the  patent  and  specification.  I  agree 
that  there  is  now  abundant  evidence  to  show  that  these  materials, 
thus  treated,  do  form  an  equivalent,  chemically,  for  the  carburet  of 
manganese,  though  the  evidence  fails  altogether  as  to  the  existence 
of  the  two  substances  in  definite  proportions  in  the  crucible,  such  as 
arc  mentioned  in  the  specification.  But  I  can  find  no  evidence  what- 
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ever  on  the  record,  that  at  the  time  of  the  plaintiff's  patent  and  spe- 
cification, this  was  well  known  to  persons  ordinarily  skilled  in  che- 
mistry ;  and  unless  this  fact  be  added,  I  think  there  is  no  evidence  for 
the  jury  of  an  infringement  of  that  peculiar  process  which,  by  his 
specification,  the  plaintiff  has  claimed  to  be  his  invention.  For  the 
specification,  by  which  he  does  state  his  invention,  does  not  commu- 
nicate, if  read  by  any  ordinarily  skilful  chemist  of  that  day,  the  know- 
ledge, that  to  melt  together  in  a  crucible  carbon,  oxide  of  manganese, 
and  broken  steel  or  iron,  is  really  the  same  thing  as  to  melt  in  a  cru- 
cible carburet  of  manganese  with  broken  steel  or  iron.  The  plaintiff 
did  not  then  know  it,  nor  did  any  one  else  then  know  it  If  they 
know  it  now,  it  is  in  consequence  of  a  new  discovery  alone,  for  which 
no  patent  has  been  taken  out,  and  no  specification  enrolled.  I  appre- 
hend nothing  is  an  infringement  now  which  would  not  have  been  one 
immediately  after  the  specification  was  enrolled.  The  knowledge  of 
the  equivalents  must  be  the  knowledge  the  world  had  before  these 
experiments,  now  called  infringements,  were  first  made.  I  think  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed ;  but  as  the  majority  of  the  court  are  of 
a  different  opinion,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a  venire  de 
novo  awarded. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


Foster  v.  Crabb.^ 

Jane  8, 1852. 

Pleading  —  Detinue  —  Special  Traverse. 

In  detinue  for  a  deed,  by  which  property  was  assigned  to  C.  and  S.,  on  trusts  for  secaring  an 
annuity  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  C.  and  S.,  took  possession  of,  and  had 
a  right  to,  Uie  deed ;  that  before  the  plaintiff  had  possession  of  the  deed,  S.  obtained  pos- 
session of  it,  and  C  died ;  and  that  afterwards  S.  delivered  the  deed  to  tiie  defendant  to 
keep,  and  that  the  defendant  detained  the  deed  from  the  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  S.,  and  by 
his  authority.  The  plaintiff  replied,  that,  before  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  the  deed, 
and  after  the  death  of  C,  one  G.,  and  not  S.,  was  possessed  of  the  deed,  and  that  G.  de- 
livered it  to  the  defendant  by  the  authority  of  the  pUiintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  hath 
always  held  and  still  holds  the  same  under  such  authority ;  without  this,  that  S.  delivered 
the  deed  to  the  defendant :  — 

Held^  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  replication  was  good,  the  traverse  that  S.  delivered  the 
deed  to  the  defendant  being  a  material  traverse. 

Bdd  also,  that  the  inducement  to  thft  special  traverse  was  not  bad  for  saying  that  the  defend- 
ant **  stUi  holds  "  the  deed  by  the  pMntiff 's  authority. 

This  was  the  same  action  as  Foster  v.  Crabb,  16  Jur.  835 ;  s.  c.  11  Eng. 
Rep.  521,  to  which  reference  is  maderfor  the  pleadings.  After  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  had  been  delivered  as  above  reported,  the  plaintiff 
obtained  leave  to  amend  his  replication ;  and  he  accordingly  amended 
the  same  by  replying  to  the  defendant's  plea,  that  before  the  defend- 
ant was  pos.sessed  of  the  said  deed  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  and 

1  16  Jur.  886 ;  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  F.  209. 
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after  the  death  of  the  said  David  Colombine,  one  George  Green,  and 
not  the  said  Edward  Bridges  Swindall  was  possessed  of  the  said  deed, 
and  being  so  possessed  thereof,  the  said  George  Green  delivered  the 
same  to  the  defendant,  at  the  request  and  by  the  authority  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  defendant,  at  the  request  and  by  the  authority  and 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  then  received  the  said  deed  of  and  from  the 
said  George  Green,  and  hath  always  held  and  stiU  holds  the  same 
under  and  by  virtue  of  such  last-mentioned  request  and  authority ; 
without  this,  that  the  said  Edward  Bridges  Swindall  delivered  the 
said  deed  to  the  defendant,  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  said  last 
plea  alleged.  Conclusion  to  the  country.  Special  demurrer  thereto, 
on  the  grounds  (amongst  others)  that  the  special  traverse  was  an  im- 
material traverse  ;  that  the  inducement  to  the  traverse  was  bad,  and 
inconsistent  with  the  declaration,  as,  if  the  dei^ndant  always  held  the 
deed  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  had  no  ground  for 
his  action ;  that  the  replication  was  double,  in  setting  up  a  bailment 
of  the  deed  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  &c.,  and  also 
a  denial  of  the  bailment  by  Swindall  to  the  defendant. 

J.  Brown^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  replication  is  bad. 
The  plea  says  that  the  defendant  detains  the  deed  by  the  authority  of 
Swindall,  and  this  is  not  answered  by  the  replication.  The  traverse 
does  not  go  far  enough.  Com.  Dig.  tit  "  Pleader,"  Q.  6.  The  alle- 
gation of  delivery  by  Green  to  the  defendant  is  only  matter  of  induce- 
ment, and  not  traversable.  Clopnum  v.  While,  7  C.  B.  43.  If  the 
plaintiff  intended  to  rely  upon  it,  as  preventing  the  defendant  from 
setting  up  Q.jits  tertii,  it  ought  to  have  been  specially  pleaded  by  way 
of  estoppel.  Freeman  v.  Q?o&,  2  Exch.  654 ;  Saunders  v.  Coleman,  4 
Man.  &  G.  209 ;  Veale  v.  Warner,  1  Saund.  325,  note  4 ;  Plummer  v. 
Woodbourne,  4  B.  &  Cr.  625.  The  court  cannot  assume,  from  any 
thing  upon  the  record,  in  what  way  the  deed  came  into  the  defend- 
ant's hands.  "Whether  he  found  it,  or  obtained  it  in  any  other  way, 
it  appears  from  the  plea,  and  which  is  not  denied,  that  Swindall  au- 
thorized him  to  detain  it,  and  this  is  sufficient  in  this  action.  (See 
Com.  Dig.,  tit  "  Attorney,"  C.  1).  If  Swindall  may  detain  the  deed, 
of  course  the  defendant  may  also  detain  the  deed,  as  deriving  hia 
authority  from  Swindall.  The  inducement  is  also  open  to  the  objec- 
tion, that  it  alleges  that  the  defendant  holds  by  the  plaintiff's  author- 
ity,  w^ithout  limiting  that  authority  to  the  time  of  action  brought ;  and 
there  is  also  this  further  objection,  that  th^re  is  no  demand  of  redeliv- 
ery alleged. 

Grai/,  contra.  It  is  material  from  whom  the  defendant  got  the 
deed.  There  are  three  distinct  allegations  in  the  plea — first,  that 
Swindall  got  the  deed  into  his  possession  ;  secondly,  that  he  delivered 
it  to  the  defendant;  and,  thirdly,  that  the  defendant  retains  the  deed 
by  the  authority  of  Swindall.  It  is  essential,  therefore,  to  the  validity 
of  the  plea,  that  Swindall  delivered  the  deed  to  the  defendant.  Strike 
out  the  allegation  in  the  plea  as  to  the  delivery  by  Swindall,  and  it  is 
not  sufficient;  for  the  two  other  allegations  are  connected  only  by 
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means  of  this  allegation.  It  is  consistent  with  the  allegation  that 
Swindall  had  possession  of  the  deed,  that  by  some  means  or  other  it 
got  out  of  his  possession,  and  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  it,  and  after- 
wards that  the  plaintiff  delivered. it  to  the  defendant  to  keep  for  him, 
and  that  the  defendant  had  so  received  it  In  such  a  case  the  plain* 
tiff  would  have  a  good  right  of  action  against  the  defendant  for  refu* 
sing  to  return  the  deed,  and  it  would  be  no  answer  to  say  that  Swin- 
dall authorized  him  to  retain  it  As  far  as  the  plaintiff  and  defendant 
are  concerned,  it  is  only  a  case  of  delivery  by  the  plaintiff  to  the. 
defendant,  to  be  redelivered  on  request 

[Maule,  J.  Suppose  a  banker  to  have  possession  of  a  deed  belong- 
ing to  two  co-tenants,  and  each  of  them  to  say  to  him,  "  Do  not  give 
it  to  the  other,"  then  he  would  have  a  defence  against  both  if  this 
plea  is  good.] 

Yes.  Here  the  traibrse  is  of  itself  sufficient,  independent  of  the 
introductory  matter.  Provided  the  ti^ verse  be  a  material  traverse, 
the  introductory  matter  need  not  be  material ;  but  if  the  traverse  be 
not  material,  then  the  introductory  matter  must  be  material. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  But  on  special  demurrer  the  sufficiency  of  the  in- 
ducement must  be  shown.] 

It  is  submitted  that  the  introductory  matter  is  sufficient  This  is  a 
plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  ana  admits  the  plaintiff's  title  as 
stated  in^he  declaration ;  therefore,  in  the  replication  it  was  not  neces- 
sary, in  the  introductory  matter,  to  state  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  as 
that  had  been  admitted  by  the  plea.  As  to  there  being  no  demand, 
the  authority  to  keep  would  continue,  and  the  defence  would  have 
been  non  detinet ;  but  with  respect  to  the  want  of  an  allegation  in  the 
replication  of  such  demand,  that  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  special  de- 
murrer. Then,  with  regard  to  the  objection  that  the  replication  does 
not  limit  the  authority  to  detain  the  deed  to  the  time  of  the  action 
being  brought,  the  object  of  the  replication  is  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  get  the  deed  by  the  authority  he  alleges  in  his  plea ;  and 
it  accordingly  shows  that  the  defendant  obtained  possession  of  it  by 
the  authority  of  the  plaintiff;  but  that  does  not  state  that  the  defend- 
ant still  detains  it  by  such  authority 

J,  Brown  replied. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
judgment  of  the  court  in  this  case.  The  object  of  a  special  traverse 
is  correctly  stated  in  Stephens  on  Pleading.  The  plaintiff  may,  by 
it,  present  a  traverse  on  which  an  issue  in  fact  may  be  taken,  and  may 
expend  it  in  the  inducement,  and  thus  raise  an  issue  in  law.  But 
both  must  be  sufficient  If  a  party  choose,  he  may  present  a  mate- 
rial allegation  in  his  plea,  but  in  either  case,  the  other  party  has  a 
right  to  have  the 'special  traverse,  and  inducement  presented  to  him 
in  a  light  on  which  he  might  have  taken  issue.  Here  the  defendant 
might  have  taken  an  issue  in  fact  on  the  special  traverse,  or  demurred 
generally,  or  he  might  have  traversed  the  inducement  But  the  de- 
fendant has  chosen  to  demur  on  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
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special  traverse ;  and  on  all  the  points  he  has  taken,  I  think  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  jadgment  With  respect  to  the  traverse,  if  yoa 
strike  out  ofthe  plea  the  allegation  of  bailment  by  Swindall,  the  plea 
would  be  bad ;  for,  as  it  is  a  plea  in  confession  and  avoidance,  it  ad- 
mits the  plaintiff's  titie,  unless  the  defendant  can  displace  it.  The 
plea,  in  effect,  states,  <<  I  displace  your  right  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion, because  Swindall  delivered  the  deed  to  one."  The  plaintiff  re- 
plies, ^'  No ;  I  delivered  the  deed  to  you."  That  is  material,  and  a 
subsequent  direction  by  Swindall  to  keep  it  would  not  do,  for  Swin- 
dall's  possession  of  the  deed  at  one  time  is  no  matter  if  the  defendant 
did  not  get  it  from  him.  Then,  as  to  the  inducement,  two  questions 
were  raised  on  that  matter — first,  that  there  was  no  allegation  of  a 
demand  of  redelivery ;  that  is  not  pointed  out  in  the  special  demur- 
rer ;  secondly,  that  the  inducement  says  that  the  defendant  holds  the 
deed  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  withoutAayine  that  he  holds  it 
down  to  the  time  of  action  brought  Now,  the  allegation  is,  that 
Green  delivered  the  deed  to  the  defendant  at  the  request  and  by  the 
authority  of  the  plaintiff^  and  that  the  defendant  then  received  and 
held  the  same  at  the  request  and  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
still  holds  by  the  plaintiff's  authority.  This  allegation  of  bailment 
by  the  plaintiff  merely  means  that  the  defendant  had  no  other  than 
the  plaintiff's  authority,  not  that  that  authority  is  continuing.  The 
inducement  is  consistent  with  the  traverse,  and  judgment  must  be  for 
the  plaintiff 

Maule,  Cresswell,  and  Talfourd,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Roberts  v.  Bethell.^ 

Norember  16,  1852. 

Evidence  —  Bill  of  Exchange  —  Acceptance  within  reasonable   Time 

of  Drawing. 

The  bare  prodaction  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  with  formal  proof  of  the  writing  to  the  accept- 
ance, is  primd  fade  evidence  that  the  bill  waa  accepted  daring  its  currency,  and  within  a 
reasonable  time  of  the  date  it  bears,  anch  being  the  rc^lar  and  usual  coarse  of  bosiness. 
What  is  a  reasonable  time  depends  on  the  relatire  p&ces  of  abode  of  the  parties  to  the 
bill. 

Action  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  at  four  months'  date.  PI^m,  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  accept,  and  that  ne  was  an  infant  when  he  accepted.    Proof,  that  the  accept- 
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ance  to  the  bill  was  the  defendant's  writing,  that  he  came  of  age  one  day  before  the  ma- 
turity of  the  bill,  and  resided  in  the  same  town  as  the  drawer  and  indorser :  — 

Mtldf  evi'dence  for  the  inry,  from  which  they  might  infer  that  the  bill  was  accepted  daring 
the  defendant's  minority. 

Promises.  *  The  declaration  alleged  that  one  William  Miller,  on 
the  2d  November,  1860,  made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and 
directed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required  him  to  pay 
to  the  said  William  Miller,  or  order,  the  sum  of  90/.,  for  value  re» 
ceived,  three  months  after  the  date  thereof,  (which  perio4  had  elapsed, 
and  the  said  bill  had  become  due,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit),  and  the  defendant  then  accepted  the  said  bill,  and  the  said 
William  Miller  then  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff,  of  all  which  the  de- 
fendant then  had  notice,  and  then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the 
a^nount  thereof,  according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  thereof,  and  of  his 
said  acceptance  thereof.  There  were  similar  counts  on  four  bills  of 
the  date  of  the  23d  November,  1852,  payable  at  one  month  after  date, 
and  on  one  of  the  9th  November,  1850,  payable  four  months  after 
date.  Fleas :  first,  that  the  defendant  did  not  accept  any  of  the  bills ; 
secondly,  that  he  was  an  infant  when  he  accepted  each  of  them. 
Seplication,  special  traverse  that  the  defendant  was  of  full  age  when 
he  accepted  the  bills ;  without  this,  that  he  accepted  the  bills,  or  any 
of  them,  whilst  he  was  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  years.  At  the 
trial,  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  sittings  for  Middlesex  in  Trinity  term, 
the  plaintiff  proved  his  case  by  putting  in  the  several  bills  of  exchange, 
which  corresponded  with  the  respective  dates,  &c.,  stated  in  the  de- 
claration, and  by  proving  the  acceptances  on  them  to  be  in  the  defend- 
ant's handwriting.  The  defendant,  to  support  his  plea  that  he  was 
an  infant  at  the  time  of  accepting  the  bills,  proved  that  he  came  of 
age  on  the  11th  March,  1851.  It  was  also  in  evidence  that  the  par- 
ties to  the  bills  all  resided  in  London.  The  learned  judge  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  say  whether  they  would  infer  from  the  above  evidence 
that  the  defendant's  second  plea  was  proved ;  and  they  returned  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move 
to  enter  it  for  him. 

Byles^  Serg.,  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Nov.  16.  E>  JameSf  Q.  C,  and  Fortescue^  showed  cause.  The 
rule  was  moved  on  the  grodnd  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  defend- 
ant to  prove  by  direct  evidence  that  he  accepted  the  bills  during  his 
infancy ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  he  gave  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  might  well  infer  this.  The  evidence  consisted  of  the  bills,  with 
the  defendant's  acceptance  on  each,  and  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
came  of  age  on  the  11th  March,  1861.  Now,  aU  the  bills,  except  one, 
became  due  before  that :  indeed,  several  weeks  before ;  and  that  of 
the  9th  November,  payable  four  months  alter  date,  became  due,  in- 
cluding the  three  days  of  grace,  on  the  12th  March,  one  day  after  the 
plaintiff  had  obtained  his  majority.  Surely,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  the  reasonable  and  proper  inference  was,  that 
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the  bills  were  accepted  before  the  defendant  came  of  age ;  in  other 
words,  the  learned  judge  was  right  in  leaving  the  evidence  to  the 
jury,  and  they  in  finding  as  they  did.  Harrisony.  Clifton^  17  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  233,  was  cited  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  as  an  au- 
thority in  his  favor;  but  that  case  is  easily  distinguished  from  the 
present,  for  in^hat  case  the  bill  was  not  produced,  as  was  observed 
by  Parke,  B.,  in  Levy  v.  BulkeUy^  14  Law  T.  378.  The  latter  case  is 
directly  in  point  for  the  defendant.  There,  the  defendant  came  of  age 
three  months  after  the  bill  was  drawn,  and  one  month  before  its  ma- 
turity, and  it^was  held  that  the  bill  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
that  the  acceptance  was  made  during  his  minority. 

[Maule,  J.  It  is  a  matter  of  every-day  practice  that  the  only  evi- 
dence in  an  action  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  is  the 
production  of  the  bill,  and  the  proof  of  the  defendant's  handwriting 
to  the  acceptance.  Now,  the  only  way  that  this  can  be  considered 
evidence  of  acceptance  before  action  is  on  the  principle  that  it  is  the 
ordinary  course  of  business  to  present  and  accept  bills  during  their 
currency,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  of  the  drawing ;  so  that  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  may  be  inferred,  from  the  bare 
production  of  the  instrument  accepted,  and  proof  of  the  defendant's 
handwriting,  that  it  was  accepted  within  a  reasonable  time  of  the 
drawing,  and  therefore  Before  action  brought.] 

That,  then,  is  a  conclusive  argument,  by  analogy,  for  the  defend- 
ant. In  the  case  of  Anderson  v,  Weston^  6  Bing.  N.  C.  296,  it  was 
held,  that  primd  facie  a  bill  of  exchange  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
issued  at  the  time  it  bears  date,  and  that  the  jury  misht  infer,  from 
the  circumstance  of  the  drawers  being  the  payees  and  indorsers  of 
the  bill,  that  the  indorsement  was  made  soon  after  the  drawing,  and 
before  a  certain  event,  namely,  notice  of  dissolution  of  the  partner- 
ship between  the  drawers.  Now,  that  is  a  stronger  case  than  the 
present,  because  it  became  necessary  there  to  show  that  the  indorse- 
ment took  place  before  the  notice  of  dissolution  of  the  partnership ; 
and  there  was  no  evidence  of  this  except  the  bill  itself,  and  the  date 
upon  it.  The  presumption  must  always  be  that  a  bill  was  accepted 
before  its  maturity.  "  If  there  be  an. issue  raised  as  to  the  time  when 
an  acceptapce,  not  dated,  was  given,  whether  before  or  after  the  ma- 
turity of  the  bill,  on  whom  will  the  burthen  of  proof  lie  ?  It  is  con- 
ceived, on  the  party  alleging  the  bill  to  have  been  accepted  after  it 
was  due."  Byles  on  Bills,  146,  note  y.  If  the  acceptance  were  after 
the  bill  became  due,  a  different  allegation  would  have  been  required 
in  the  declaration.  Jackson  v.  Pigott^  1  Ld.  Raym.  364 ;  MtUford  v. 
WalcoU,  Ibid.  574.  The  defendant  need  not  go  so  far  as  to  say  that 
there  would  be  such  a  variance  between  the  proof  and  declaration  as 
to  require  an  amendment ;  but  the  plaintiff  must  not  make  what  he 
now  contends  is  a  false  statement  on  his  declaration,  and  then  call 
upon  the  defendant  to  prove  it. 

[They  also  cited  Brown  v.  Harraden,  4  T.  R.  148;  Billing'  v.  De- 
vauxy  3  Man.  &  G.  565 ;  and  Christie  v.  Pearly  7  M.  &  W.  491.] 

[Maule,  J.  The  question  is  as  to  what  is  a  reasonable  time  after 
the  drawing  for  the  acceptance  of  a  bill ;  and  where  the  parties  are 
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living  in  the  same  town,  this  would  be  very  soon  after.     The  evi- 
dencej  then,  is  safficient  as  to  the  bill  due  on  the  12th  March.] 

Byles,  Serg.,  and  Huddleston,  in  support  of  the  rule.  As  to  the 
difficulty  against  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff,  suggested  by  Maule, 
J.,  namely,  that  in  almost  every  case  of  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange 
the  evidence  given  of  acceptance  before  action  brought  is  merely  the 
proof  of  the  handwriting  to  the  acceptance,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  such  evidence  has  ever  been  taken ;  at 
any  rate,  a  distinction  can  be  drawn  in  the  present  case  firom  the  form 
of  issue.  The  defendant  undertakes  to  prove  that  he  accepted  the 
bills  when  he  was  an  infant.  Now,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  one 
way  or  the  other,  the  presumption  must  surely  be  against  the  party 
who  has  to  prove  the  issue,  and  who  has  also  full  knowledge  of  the 
circumstances  and  time  of  the  acceptance.  The  principle  is  thus 
laid  down  iti  Starkie's  Evidence,  363,  2d  ed. :  —  <<  It  is  a  general  rule 
that  the  onus  probcmdi  lies  upon  the  party  who  seeks  to  support  his 
case  by  a  particular  fact  of  which  he  is  cognizant;"  which  explains 
all  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side.  In  Levy  v.  Bulkeley^  Levy,  who 
was  the  drawer,  knew,  equally  as  well  as  Bulkeley,  who  was  the  ac- 
ceptor, and  at  what  time  the  bill  was  accepted ;  and  there  was,  there- 
fore, no  presumption  either  against  or  in  favor  of  one  party  more  than 
the  other.  .  In  Anderson  v.  Weston  the  defendants  were  the  drawers 
and  indorsees,  and  theplaintiff  a  stranger  to  the  circumstances ;  there- 
fore the  onus  of  proving  that  the  drawing  and  indorsement  were 
before  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  lay  on  the  defendants. 

[Maule,  J.  That  argument  assumes  that  there  is  no  evidence  here ; 
on  the  contrary,  the  court  think  there  is  evidence  in  the  bill  itself.] 

That  it  bears  a  certain  date?  But  even  the  presumption  that  a 
bill  is  drawn  on  the  day  it  bears  date  is  subject  to  exceptions,  as  has 
been  held  in  the  case  of  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt  in  bankruptcy. 
There  are  two  cases  cited  in  Chitty's  Precedents,  by  Pearson,  330, 
note  b.  Israel  v.  Argentj  and  Blyth  v.  ArchboUL  In  the  latter.  Lord 
Abinger  is  said  to  have  rujed  in  the  way  we  contend  for.  Lord 
Abinger  says  you  must  prove  that  when  you  accepted  you  were 
under  age. 

[Maule,  J.  Those  cases  are  loosely  stated,  but  even  granting  they 
are  correct,  Lord  Abinger  does  not  say  you  must  prove  the  precise 
day  on  which  you  accepted.] 

in  Dickson  v.  Bvans^  6  T.  R.  57,  it  was  held,  in  an  action  by  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  that  the  defendant  could  not  set  off  cash 
notes  payable  to  bearer,  bearing  date  before  the  bankruptcy,  without 
showing  that  they  came  into  his  hands  before  the  bankruptcy.  It  is 
admitted  that  between  third  parties  the  presumption  may  be  different, 
or  in  different  issues;  but  here  it  is  contended  that  the  onus  is  upon 
the  defendant  to  prove  when  he  accepted  the  bill. 

[Maule,  J.  Suppose  a  witness  had  been  called  who  had  said  that 
the  bill  was  accepted  before  it  became  due,  and  the  defendant  had 
then  shown  that  he  came  of  age  after  the  maturity  of  the  bill,  he 
would  have  proved  his  case.     So,  h»e,  the  evidence  is  the  same, 

19  • 
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though  less  strong;  it  oniy  diflfers  in  the  quantity  of  proofl  The 
plaintiff  having  given  evidence  on  the  iraverse  of  the  acceptance,  that 
amounts  to  proof  that  the  defendant  accepted  the  bills  before  matu- 
rity ;  the  de&ndant  then  adds  proof  that  he  came  of  age  afterwards.] 

That  is  so;  but  the  presumj^ion  may  be  different  on  the  two 
issues.  « 

[Maule,  J.     The  evidence  is  the  same,  whatever  the  issue.] 

All  that  has  to  be  proved  on  the  first  issue  is,  that  the  bills  were 
accepted  before  action  brought;  whether  after  or  before  maturity  is 
immaterial. 

[Maule,  J.  Your  argument  se^s  to  infer  that  an  acceptance  was 
given  after  maturity,  whereas  the  proper  inference  is  that  it  was  given 
before,  t.  e,  in  the  regular  and  usual  course  of  business.] 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  think  that  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  is  not 
denied  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  nor,  indeed,  could  it  be  contend* 
ed,  but  that  the  defendant  must  give  proof  that  he  was  an  infant 
when  the  bills  were  accepted  :  the  simple  question  is,  how  this  must 
be  proved,  or,  in  other  words,  whether  there  was  any  evidence  of  this 
for  the  jury.  The  fact  of  the  defendant's  infancy  up  to  the  maturity 
of  the  bills  was  clearly  established ;  and  the  real  question  then  arises 
whether  the  bare  production  of  the  bills  accepted  was  any  proof  that 
the  defendant  accepted  them  during  his  infancy.  In  the  course  of 
the  argument  my  brother  Maule  suggested  •  a  test  of  this  from  the 
circumstance  that  the  common  proof  of  the  acceptance  of  a  bill 
before  action  is  the  proof  of  the  defendant's  handwriting  alone :  in  my 
opinion,  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  have  not  removed  the  doubt 
caused  by  this  suggestion.  Why  is  it  that  this  proof  is  deemed  suf- 
ficient ?  Because  it  is  presumed  that  the  acceptance  was  made  dur- 
ing the  currency  of  the  bill,  it  being  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
that  a  bill  would  be  presented  within  a  reasonable  time  after  it» 
drawing,  and  would  be  accepted  on  its  presentation.  But  my  l^other 
Byles  says,  admitting  this,  the  form  of  the  issue  in  this  case  make  a 
difference,  and  the  defendant  must  give  direct  proof  that  he  was  an 
infant  when  he  accepted  the  bills,  and  that  the  parties  are  diflferent 
from  those  in  the  case  put  by  my  brother  Maule.  The  fact  of  the 
parties  on  the  issues  being  different  may  affect  the  amount  and  value 
of  the  proof  in  the  two  cas^,  but  it  does  not  deprive  the  instrument 
of  all  efiect  as  evidence.  It  would  be  for  the  jury  to  say  what  value  they 
would  attach  to  the  mere  production  of  the  instrument,  and  possibly 
it  might  be  a  strong  topic  to  urge  to  them,  that  the  party,  in  whose 
knowledge  the  time  and  circumstances  of  the  acceptance  were,  had 
not  given  direct  evidence  of  those  circumstances.  But  I  decide  this 
case  on  the  broad  ground  that  we  are  to  presume  that  a  bill  is  accept- 
ed within  a  reasonable  time  of  the  date  it  bears.  A  party  taking  a 
bill  must  be  presumed  to  have  pursued  the  ordinary  course,  namely, 
to  have  applied  to  the  drawer  within  a  reasonable  time,  and  the 
drawer  to  have  accepted  when  applied  to.  We  cannot  make  the 
opposite  presumption,  as  we  are  called  on  by  the  plaintiff  to  do,  that 
the  bill  was  accepted  after  maturity ;  if  that  were  so,  the  plaintifl 
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should  have  shown  this  in  answer  to  the  plea  of  infancy.  This  dis- 
poses of  the  five  bills  which  became  due  before  the  defendant  came 
of  age ;  and  the  same  principle  applies  to  the  sixth ;  for  if  the  infe- 
rence is,  that  a  bill  is  accepted  within  a  reasonable  time  of  its  date, 
this  bill  also  must  be  inferred  to  have  been  accepted  during  the  de- 
fendant's infancy,  for  a  reasonable  time  expired  before  the  three  days 
of  grace,  and  the  defendant  only  came  of  age  on  the  second  of  those 
days.  Therefore,  I  think  the  verdict  was  right  as  to  all  six  bills,  and 
should  not  be  disturbed. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This  is  a  case  in  which 
the  defendant  undertook  to  prove  that  he  was  an  infant  at  the  time 
he  accepted  the  bills ;  and  the  jury  have  found  that  he  was.  The 
question,  therefore,  is,  was  there  any  evidence  to  justify  them  in 
so  finding  ?  This  has  been  treated  as  a  case  of  presumption,  but  it  is 
not  really  so.  Presumption  is,  where  a  certain  state  of  facts  is,  with- 
out any  evidence,  taken  to  be  the  existing  state  of  facts.  Here  you 
cannot  presume  that  the  defendant  was  an  infant  when  he  accepted 
the  bills ;  he  has  to  prove  it.  He  seeks  to  prove  it  by  proving  that 
the  bills  became  due  during  the  time  he  was  an  infant— at  least,  as 
to  five  out  of  the  six ;  and  with  respect  to  the  sixth,  that  he  came  of 
age  on  one  of  the  three  days  of  grace.  The  question  is,  do  these 
facts,  so  given  in  evidence,  amount  to  evidence  that  the  defendant 
was  under  age  when  he  accepted  the  bills  ?  It  is  a  well  established 
principle,  and  is  conceded  by  the  plaintiff,  that  bills  of  exchange,  and 
instruments  of  that  kind,  are  presumed  to  have  been  issued  on  the 
day  they  bear  date,  (though  frequently  issued  both  before  and  after), 
with  oft  exception  in  bankruptcy,  that -to  prove  a  petitioner's  debt, 
the  date  alone  of  a  bill  is  not  sufficient  evidence ;  and  this  exception 
is  fcTunded  on  particular  reasons  of  convenience  applicable  only  to 
that  particular  case,  which  shows  that  in  the  absence  of  those  par- 
ticular reasons  the  general  rule  is  proper  and  reasonable  —  one  of 
those  exceptions  which  may  well  be  said  to  prove  the  rule.  Why  is 
this  a  general  rule,  founded  on  common  reason  ?  Because,  drdinarily, 
instruments  of  this  kind  are  made  and  issued  on  the  day  they  bear 
date,  or  rather  are  dated  when  made  and  issued ;  and,  therefore,  the 
production  of  the  instrument,  bearing  a  particular  date,  is  some  evi- 
dence that  it  was  made  on  that  date,  though  not  conclusive.  Ac- 
ceptances ordinarily  are  not  dated ;  therefore  there  is  nothing  in  the 
fact  of  the  acceptance  being  there  to  prove  the  very  date  of  its  being 
made ;  and,  perhaps,  those  loose  notes  cited  from  Chitty  were 
cases  in  which  it  was  sought  to  extend  the  effect  of  the  date  of  the 
bills  in  evidence,  to  show  that  the  bills  were  accepted  on  those  very 
days.  But  the  reason  that  induces  the  courts  to  presume  bills  to  be 
made  on  the  day  of  the  date  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  accept- 
ances, because  it  is  by  no  means  the  universal  or  general  practice  to 
accept  bills  on  the  day  on  which  they  are  drawn.  But  although  it 
is  not  usual  to  accept  on  the  same  day,  it  is  usual  to  accept  on  some 
early  opportunity  after  the  drawing.  It  being  naturally  to  the  inte- 
rest  of  the  drawee  to  obtain  a  negotiable  instrument  as  soon  as  pos- 
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sible,  he  would  apply  to  the  drawer  at  the  earliest  opportunity,  and 
on  application  the  drawer  would  accept ;  therefore,  the  acceptance 
affords  some  evidence,  though  not  that  it  took  place  on  the  very  day 
of  the  drawing,  that  it  took  place  soon  after,  within  a  reasonable 
time,  regard  being  had  to  the  relative  local  situation  of  the  parties. 
Therefore,  on  the  same  foundation  as  rests  the  rule  as  to  the  date  of 
a  bill,  rests  the  presumption  that  an  acceptance  took  place  before 
the  maturity  of  the  bill,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  of  the  draw- 
ing. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  I  threw  out  an  observation,  which 
my  brother  Byles  allowed  had  weight,  that  probably  in  10,000  cases 
within  all  our  memories  a  bill  with  an  acceptance  on  it  has  been  re- 
ceived as  proof  that  it  was  accepted  before  action  brought  It  has  not 
been,  and  cannot  be,  suggested,  how  this  could  be  evidence  in  any  other 
way  than  on  the  rule,  and  for  the  reasons  I  have  given.  The  above  ob- 
servations apply  to  all  the  bills  but  one.  With  respect  to  that  one,  it 
has  been  shown  that  the  limits  for  the  accepting  of  a  bill  are,  a  reason- 
able time  after  its  drawing,  and  that  would  clearly,  in  this  case,  be  before 
the  days  of  grace.  Therefore,  I  think  the  evidence  was  duly  admitted 
as  to  all  the  bills ;  this  judgment  being  founded,  though  not  in  terms 
on  express  decisions,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  date  i^  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  time  of  making  an  instrument,  yet  on  a  princi- 
ple not  substantially  different  from  those  decisions.  I  think  that  the 
date  of  the  bill  is  some  evidence  of  the  time  about  which  it  was 
accepted.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  verdict  was  founded  on  evidence 
on  which  it  was  competent  to  the  jury  to  find  as  they  did. 

Williams,  J.  I  concur  in  thinking,  for  the  reasons  givdH  by  my 
lord  and  my  brother  Maule,  that  there  was  some  evidence  for  the  jury 
on  which  they  might  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Talfourd,  J.,  concurred. 

Ride  discharged. 


Freeman  v.  Tranch.* 

Jane  9,  1852. 

Practice  —  Substantial  Justice  —  Jurisdiction  of   Court  —  Judgment 
Nunc  pro  tunc  —  Delay  of  Court —  Of  Parties, 

The  court  cannot  depart  from  a  general  role  of  practice  in  order  to  do  substantial  justice  in 
a  particular  case. 

The  court  gives  a  party  leave  to  enter  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  after  the  expiration  of  two 
terms,  only  when  the  delay  has  been  the  act  of  the  court  itself.  Therefore,  where  the  exe- 
cutrix of  a  plaintiff  was  unable  to  get  probate  of  the  will  on  account  of  a  caveat  entered  ia 
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the  Eccleaiastical  Court  by  the  defendimt  for  the  purpose  of  delaj,  this  court,  though  re- 
luctantly, refused  to  give  leave  to  enter  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  after  the  expiration  of  two 
terms. 

Debt.  The  cause  was  tried,  at  the  Kent  spring  assizes,  on  the 
17th  of  March,  1851,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  subject 
to  the  award  of  an  arbitrator. 

The  arbitrator  published  his  award  on  the  28th  of  May,  and  direct- 
ed that  the  verdict  entered  for  the  plaintiff  should  stand  for  a  portion 
of  the  sum  claimed,  and  that  the  costs  of  the  reference  should  be  paid 
by  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  firom  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintifTs  attorney  that  the 
plaintiff  was  anxious  to  take  up  the  award,  but  was  prevented  from 
doing  so  by  poverty ;  that  on  the  10th  of  November,  the  deponent, 
at  the  plaintiff's  request,  promised  to  advance  the  amount  necessary 
for  taking  up  the  award,  and  proceeded  to  take  steps  necessary  for 
that  purpose.  He  then  ascertained  that  the  award  had  already  been 
taken  up  by  the  defendant,  of  which  no  notice  had  been  given  to  the 
plaintiff.  Having  bespoken  a  copy  of  the  award,  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  proceeded  with  it  to  the  derk  who  usually  had  the  custody 
of  the  records  for  the  Kent  assizes,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
posiea.  The  clerk  was  unable  to  find  the  postea  on  that  occasion ; 
but  on  a  second  application,  by  appointment,  on  the  24th  of  Novem- 
ber, the  record  was  found,  and  the  deponent  bespoke  the  postea.  On 
the  25th  of  November  the  plaintiff's  attorney  (the  deponent)  learned 
that  the  plaintiff  had  died  on  the  22d  of  November.  On  the  1st  of 
Decjember  the  deponent  obtained  the  posteUj  and  on  the  2d  he  attended 
at  the  judgment  office  to  sign  judgment,  when  he  was  informed  that 
he  could  not  do  so  without  leave  of  the  court  On  the  3d  of  Decem- 
ber the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  by  which  n^.  A.  Freeman  was  appointed 
executrix,  was  taken  to  the  Prerogative  Court  to  be  proved ;  but  a 
caveat  having  been  entered  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  (as  stated  by  the 
deponent,)  probate  was  not  granted  to  the  executrix  till  the  6th  of 
May,  1852.  It  further  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  aware  till 
immediately  before  her  death  that  the  award  had  been  taken  up  by 
the  defendant.  ' 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  in  Trinity  term  for  entering  up 
judgment  nunc  pro  tvncy  as  of  Michaelmas  term,  1851, 

Quain  (June  9)  showed  cause.  The  executrix  not  having  come 
within  two  terms,  is  not  entitled  to  have  judgment  entered  up  nunc 
pro  tunc  under  the  statute  of  Car.  2,    Archb,  1015. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  This  is  not  a  motion  to  enter  up  judgment  under 
the  statute,  but  to  enter  it  up  as  if  the  plaintiff  were  alive,  and  the  judg- 
ment had  not  been  entered  on  account  of  some  delay,  which  the 
plaintiff  could  explain.] 

Then  the  application  must  be  under  the  common  law. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  says  you  caused  delay  by  entering  a 
caveat  against  the  probate.] 

But  that  was  a  delay  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  no  other  delay 
can  be  taken  into  consideration  by  this  court  than  the  one  which  has 
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taken  place  there.  There  is  no  case  in  which  delay  in  another  court 
has  been  held  sufficient  to  entitle  a  party  to' judgment  nunc  pro  tunc. 
Archb.  1016.  Besides,  the  judgment  might  have  been  signed  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  plaintiff. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  Is  there  any  case  which  prevents  us  from  interfer- 
ing ?  because,  if  there  be  not,  justice  clearly  requires  us  to  do  so.] 

Evans  v.  Rees^  12  Ad.  &  E.  167 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B. 
317,  is  in  point. 

[Maule,  J.  In  Evans  v.  Rees  there  was  a  delay  in  the  taxation, 
and  that  was  an  act  of  the  court  and  not  of  the  party.  Therefore, 
that  case  is  an  authority  only  to  show  that  the  court  will  not  interfere 
except  the  delay  is  caused  by  the  court] 

Fhinn^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  question  is,  whether  the  court 
has  the  power  to  do  substantial  justice  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  whether  for  that  purpose  it  will  put  the  executrix  in  the 
same  position  she  was  in  immediately  after  the  death  of  the  testator. 
In  Evans  v.  Rees  the  delay  was  not  the  act  of  the  court  The  delay 
was  not  caused  by  the  taxation,  but  by  the  parties  not  getting  ready 
for  the  taxation. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  In  the  case  of  The  Fishmonger's  Company  v.  Ro^ 
bexison^  8  Com.  B.  Rep.  970 ;  s.  c.  16  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  118, 
Wilde,  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  states,  that  he  knows  of  no  case 
where  the  court  has  interfered,  except  to  remedy  its  own  negligence, 
and  goes  on  to  say  that  the  court  might  interfere  in  a  case  of  mis- 
conduct or  breach  of  faith.  Now,  if  the  court  can  interfere  in  a  case 
of  misconduct  or  bad  faith,  it  is  clear  that  the  power  of  the  court  is 
not  confined  to  the  cure  of  the  court's  own  negligence.] 

Here  it  is  sworn  that  the  delay  took  place  by  reason  of  the  defend- 
ant's having  entered  a  caveaty  and  surely  that  is  misconduct  The 
court  will  frame  its  rules  so  as  to  do  substantial  justice. 

[Creswell,  J.  The  court  proceeds  in  these  cases  on  the  principle 
that  no  one  shall  suffer  firom  its  acts. 

Maule,  J.  Entering  a  caveat  can  hardly  be  called  misconduct  or 
a  breach  of  faith  within  the  meaning  of  Lord  Truro's  judgment  All 
the  cases  proceed  upon  the  maxim.  Actus  Ourice^  ice,,  and  this  case 
is  not  within  it] 

The  defendant  has  wantonly  entered  a  caveat  to  prevent  the  execu- 
trix from  obtaining  her  rights.  That  is  sworn  to,  and  not  denied. 
We  must  take  it  that  the  caveat  was  lodged  only  to  prevent  judgment 
from  being  entered  up.  If  the  court  should  refuse  to  interfere,  this 
case  will  be  a  precedent  to  the  effect  that  whenever  a  plaintiff  dies, 
the  defendant  need  only  get  a  caveat  and  throw  the  executor  over  two 
terms,  and  then  the  action  must  be  begun  again. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged ; 
but  I  come  to  that  conclusion  unwillingly,  being  desirous  that  the 
court  should  do  substantial  justice  if  it  can.  But  the  rule  is  clear, 
that  the  only  instance  in  which  the  court  interferes  is  where  the  delay 
has  been  caused  by  the  court  itself,  upon  the  principle.  Actus  Curue, 
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&c.     I  should  have  been  pleased  if  I  could  have  seen  that  we  should 
be  justified  in  extending  the  rule. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  all  probability  justice 
would  have  been  done  by  granting  this  rule ;  but  no  court  in  this 
realm  has  the  power  of  doing  general  justice,  unrestrained  by  par- 
ticular laws ;  though  cases  constantly  arise  where  more  substantial 
justice  would  be  done  by  intrusting  the  court  with  power  to  decide 
upon  the  ground  of  what  is  just  and  right  in  the  particular  instance. 
The  end  of  all  law,  however,  is  better  attained  by  administering 
general  laws  rather  than  by  giving  such  arbitrary  power  to  the  courts. 
We  do  not,  therefore,  discharge  this  rule  on  a  technical  ground,  but 
on  the  general  and  wide  ground  that  we  cannot  exercise  an  arbitrary 
jurisdiction.  The  only  definite  ground^  upon  which  the  court  has 
interfered  to  allow  judgment  to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunCy  is,  ihsit  it 
will  not  permit  its  own  acts  to  be  detrimental  to  suitors.  We  cannot 
take  the  wider  ground  of  granting  relief  because  we  might  thereby 
be  doing  substantial  justice  in  this  particular  case ;  for  that  would  be 
exercising  an  arbitrary  power,  whicli  exists  nowhere  except  in  the  high 
court  of  parliament. 

Cresswell.,  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  have  no  authority  or 
jurisdiction  to  grant  this  application.  The  court  has  no  power  to 
enter  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc,  except  when  a  party  is  entitled  to  it. 
The  delay  of  the  court  shall  injure  no  one,  and,  therefore,  when  the 
court  delays,  for  the  better  deciding  of  a  matter,  no  person  shall  be 
injured  thereby.  The  rule  is  founded  on  good  sense;  but  if  we  de- 
part from  this  ground  of  proceeding,  I  do  not  know  where  we  could 
stop.  The  court  would  then  be  not  administering  the  lawsj  but  deci- 
ding upon  arbitrary  grounds. 

Talfouri),  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  principle  or  prece- 
dent for  making  this  rule  absolute.  I  join  in  the  regret  of  the  rest  of 
the  court  that  we  have  no  power  to  do  so. 

Rule  discharged* 

Per  Curiam. 

Costs  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  if  the  defendant  pay  the  money  and 
costs  mentioned  in  the  award. 
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Winch  v.  Williams.^ 

June  11, 1852. 

Writ  of  Trial  —  Assessor's  Notes  insufficient  —  Affidavit — Practice  — 

Resolution  of  the  Judges^  4  Mo,  Sf  Sc.  484. 

A  rale  nisi  for  a  nonsuit  in  a  caose  tried  before  the  assessor  of  the  Liverpool  Passage  Coart 
was  moved  for  by  coansel  and  granted.  The  rule  was  drawn  upon  reading  the  writ  of 
trial  and  an  affidavit  verifying  the  assessor's  notes :  — 

Hdd,  on  cause  shown  against  the  rule,  tiiat  without  the  affidavit  the  court  had  no  materials 
on  which  to  entertain  the  motion. 

In  tiie  affidavit  the  deponent  described  himself  as  "  S.,  clerk  to  £.  J.,  Esq.,  barrister-at-law 
and  assessor  of  the  Court  of  Passage  of  the  borough  of  L." :  — 

Hdd^  insufficient  for  not  stating  deponent's  place  of  residence. 

This  action  was  tried,  under  a  writ  of  trial,  before  the  assessor  of 
the  Passage  Court  at  Liverpool,  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

ByleSy  Serg.,  (May  22)  obtained  a  rule  nm,  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  or  for  a  nonsuit,  and  the  rule  was  drawn  up  on  reading 
the  writ  of  trial  and  the  affidavit  verifying  a  copy  of  the  assessor's 
notes  and  the  copy.  The  deponent  described  himself  as  "  Thomas 
Henry  Sanger,  clerk  to  Edward  James,  Esq.,  barrister-at-law  and 
assessor  of  the  Court  of  Passage  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,"  but 
did  not  state  the  deponent's  place  of  residence. 

Burnie  now  showed  cause.  The  affidavit  is  defective  in  not  stating 
the  deponent's  place  of  residence.  Daniels  v.  May^  6  Dowl.  P.  C.  83, 
and  Elton  v.  Martindakj  5  Dowl.  &  L.  P.  C.  248. 

[Maule,  J.  Is  it  absolutely  necessary  that  there  should  be  an  affi* 
davit  ?  In  the  case  of  a  trial  in  the  superior  courts  the  judge  does 
not  communicate  his  notes,  but  sends  a  report  of  the  case,  when  the 
rule  has  been  granted,  on  his  own  responsibility.  It  may  be  wholly 
or  in  part  from  his  memory.] 

In  such  cases  the  court  takes  the  statement  of  what  occurred  at 
the  trial  from  the  counsel  who  moves  the  rule  ;  but  in  the  case  of  a 
trial  before  the  sheriff,  or  other  inferior  officer,  the  invariable  practice 
is  to  require  a  copy  of  the  notes  to  be  produced  and  verified  on  mov- 
ing for  the  rule.  The  rule  in  this  case  is  not  drawn  up  on  hearing 
counsel  and  reading  the  writ  of  trial,  and  the  court  have  no  materials 
before  it,  except  the  writ  of  trial  and  what  is  contained  in  the  affidavit. 

Byles^  Serg.,  and  Vnthankj  contra.  The  affidavit  and  copy  of  the 
assessor's  notes  were  not  necessary  on  moving  for  the  rule.  If  the 
rule  be  drawn  up  on  reading  the  writ  of  trial,  as  in  the  ordinary  case 
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where  j;he  trial  has  taken  place  at  Nisi  Prius  on  reading  the  record, 
that  Is  sufficient  The  court  will  adopt  the  contents  of  the  affidavit 
as  the  statement  of  counsel 

[Cresswell,  J.,  referred  to  the  resolution  of  the  judges,  4  Mo.  & 
Sc.  484,  requiring  the  production  of  an  examined  copy  of  the  sheriff's 
notes,  and  an  affidavit  verifying  the  same.  In  Lawtor  v.  Clements^ 
8  Dowl.  P.  C.688,  Coleridge,  J.,  said  he  had  no  doubt  the  rule  applied 
only  to  writs  of  trial.] 

The  court  may  well  enforce  that  resolution  as  regards  causes  tried 
before  the  sheriff,  over  whom;  as  their  officer,  they  have  a  general 
jurisdiction,  but  they  have  no  authority  to  enforce  it  as  regards  causes 
tried  before  other  tribunals. 

ICresswell,  J.  The  court  have  a  special  jurisdiction  over  the 
judge  to  whom  they  send  the  writ  of  trial. 

Maule,  J.  If  the  affidavit  is  insufficient,  we  have  no  materials 
before  us.]  ^ 

The  report  of  the  assessor  who  tried  the  cause  is  ready  in  court 
Secondly,  the  affidavit  is  sufficient,  the  only  object  is  to  ascertain  the 
identity  of  the  party  swearing. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  cases  show  that  if  a  deponent  simply  describe 
him^lf  as  ^  derk  to  A.  B.  the  defendant's  attorney,"  without  stating 
any  residence,  that  will  not  do.  What  distinction  can  be  drawn  be- 
tween those  cases  and  this  ?] 

Per  Ouriam. 

Rule  discharged. 


Myers  v.  Perioal,^ 

May  4,  6, 1852. 

Mortmain-^  Shares  in  a  Banl^ — 9  Geo.  2,  c.  36. 

A  beqaett  of  the  proceeds  of  shares  in  a  joint-stock  bankine  company,  formed  under  a  deed 
of  setdement,  and  whidi  possessed  freehold  and  copyhold  property,  does  not  come  within 
the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  4  Gea  S,  c.  86. 

The  following  case  was  stated  by  the  direction  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  for  the  opinion  of  this  court 

Case.  Timothy  Myers,  deceased,  by  his  will,  dated  the  24th  day 
of  June,  1844,  duly  executed  and  attested,  among  other  things,  directed 
his  executors  to  convert  into  money  all  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate,  the  shares  in  the  Durham  and  Northumberland  District  Bank, 
at  Newcastle,  and  to  invest  the  proceeds  in  government  securities,  and 
to  pay  the  dividends  arising  therefrom,  and  the  dividends  arising  from 
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his  said  shares  in  the  Durham  and  Northumberland  District  Bank, 
unto  his  wife,  Ann  Myers,  for  her  life ;  and  from  and  after  her  decease 
to  sell  and  convert  into  money  his  said  bank  shares,  and  invest  the 
same  in  government  securities,  which,  with  the  government  securities 

thereinbefore  directed  to  be  purchased,  he  directed  to ^  in  his 

name,  and  the  proceeds  thereof  to  be  from  tim^  to  time  received  by 
the  following  societies,  namely,  the  Society  for  Promoting  Christian 
Knowledge,  the  Society  for  Propagating  the  Gospel  in  Foreign  Parts, 
the  Church  Missionary  Society,  and  the  Church  Building  Society. 
The  testator  died  on  the  4th  of  February,  1845,  leaving  his  said  wife, 
now  his  widow,  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  him  surviving.  The  testa- 
tor was,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will  and  of  his  death,  entitled  to 
five  hundred  and  sixty  shares  in  the  Durham  .and  Northumberland 
District  Bank,  at  Newcastle,  in  his  will  mentioned,  which  is  a  bank 
established  and  carried  on  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  an 
act  of  parliament  passed  in  the^7th  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  ma- 
jesty King  George  the  Fourth,  entitled  "  An  Act  for  the  better  regu- 
lating copartnerships  of  certain  bankers  in  England,  and  for  amending 
so  much  of  an  act  of  the  39th  and  40th  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late 
majesty  King  George  the  Third,  entitled  '  An  Act  for  establishing  an 
agreement  with  the  governor  and  company  of  t]}e  Bank  of  England, 
for  advancing  the  sum  of  three  millions  towards  the  supply  of  the 
service  of  the  year  1800,'  as  relates  to  the  same,"  and  by  and 
under  a  deed  of  settlement,  dated  the  Ist  day  of  July,  1836,  whereby 
it  is  (amongst  other  things)  provided  that  they,  the  said  several  per- 
sons, parties  thereto,  all  of  whom  were  distinguished  by  the  title  of 
proprietors,  and  the  several  other  -persons  who  for  the  time  being 
should  become  and  be  proprietors  of  shares  in  the  capital  of  the  said 
company,  should  constitute  and  form  an  association  or  public  joint- 
stock  banking  copartnership,  to  be  called,  and  they  should  be  called 
"  The  Northumberland  ana  Durham  District  Banking  Company,"  to 
be  managed  and  conducted  under  and  subject  to  the  several  rules, 
regulations,  provisions,  and  agreements  thereinafter  contained,  and 
that  they,  the  said  several  parties  thereto,  should  and  would  from  time 
to  time,  and  at  all  times,  so  tong  as  they  should  respectively  continue 
and  remain  members  thereof,  promote  and  advance  the  interests  and 
prosperity  of  the  same  to  the  utmost  of  their  power  respectively ;  and 
the  said  company  should  have  continuance  until  the  same  should  be 
dissolved,  under  or  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  in  that  behalf  there- 
inafter contained. 

That  the  original  capital  or  joint-stock  of  the  said  company  for 
carrying  on  the  same,  should  consist  of  the  sum  of  500,000^  sterling, 
and  should  be  divided  into  fifty  thousand  shares  of  10/.  each  share, 
but  might  be  increased,  under  the  power  for  that  purpose  thereinafter 
contained,  by  additional  shares,  in  such  mannei  as  thereinafter  ex- 
pressed ;  and  the  shares  which  at  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  had 
not  been  taken  or  subscribed  for,  and  also  those  which  might  there- 
after be  created,  as  thereinafter  provided,  should  be  allotted  and  dis- 
tributed, and  disposed  of  to  such  persons,  in  such  manner,  and  on 
such  terms  and  considerations,  in  every  respect  as  the  directors  of  the 
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said  copartnership  bank  for  the  time  being,  should  deem  most  condu- 
cive to  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  company. 

That  the  business  of  the  company  thereby  established,  should  be 
exclusively  confined  to  such  as  was  reasonably  carried  on  under  the 
term  "  banking,"  including  the  issuing  of  notes  of  hand,  or  bank- 
notes, lending  money  on  cash  or  other  accounts,  or  upon  real  or  per- 
sonal security,  bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  or  letters  of  credit, 
advancing  money  on  the  deposit  of  title  deeds,  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise,  discounting  bills  of  exchange,  notes  payable  at  or  after 
sight,  after  date,  or  on  demand,  borrowing  or  taking  up  money  on 
receipts,  bills,  promissory  notes,  or  other  obligations,  including  also 
purchases,  investments,  dealings,  or  sales  in  or  upon  the  government 
or  public  funds  of  Oreat  Britain,  navy  or  exchequer  bills,  India  bonds, 
bank  or  East  India  stock,  shares  of  the  stock  of  their  own  copartner- 
ship, or  of  the  stock  of  the  Bank  of  England,  or  annuities  for  one  or 
mote  life  or  lives,  or  of  any  other  description,  and  also  including  all 
other  business  and  transactions  usual  in  banking  establishments,  and 
consistent  with  the  laws  then  or  thereafter  to  be  in  force,  concerning 
joint-stock  banking  companies  and  banking  copartnerships ;  and  the 
business  of  the  company  should  be  conducted  so  as  not  to  contravene 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  recited  act ;  provided  always,  that 
the  funds  of  the  said  company  should  not  in  any  instance  be  invested 
in  the  stock,  funds,  or  loans  of  any  foreign  country,  or  in  the  purchase 
of  lands,  or  other  real  estate,  except  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  arti- 
cles of  merchandise,  mining  concerns,  or  other  adventures. 

That  no  benefit  of  survivorship  should  arise  or  take  place  amongst 
the  shareholders  in  the  said  copartnership  bank ;  and  ail  the  property 
of  the  company,  as  between  the  shareholders  thereof,  and  as  between 
their  respective  real  and  personal  representatives,  should  always  be 
considered  and  deemed  to  be  personal  estate,  so  that  each  and  every 
of  the  shareholders  should,  as  between  and  among  themselves,  have  a 
distinct  anc^  separate  right  to  his  shares  in  the  capital  or  joint-stock  of 
the  company ;  and  the  same  should  be  vested  in  him  to  and  for  all 
intents  and  purposes,  and,  subject  to  his  disposition  by  deed  or  will, 
or  in  case  of  intestacy,  be  transmissible  to  his  personal  representatives, 
as  part  of  his  personal  estate,  and  distributed  accordingly,  but  under 
and  subject  to  such  provisions  in  the  deed  of  settlement  as  should,  for 
the  time  being,  affect  such  shares,  and  also  to  his  proportion  of  the 
profits  and  losses  as  next  thereinafter  mentioned. 

That  each  shareholder  should  be  entitled  to,  and  interested  in,  the 
profits,  and  be  liable  and  subject  to  the  losses  of  the  company,  in  pro- 
portion to  his  shares  in  the  capital  fund  or  joint-stock  thereof.  That 
previously  to  the  meeting  of  the  company  to  be  held  in  the  month  of 
July,  1837,  as  thereinafter  provided,  and  previously  to  the  meeting  to 
be  held  in  January,  in  the  next  and  every  subsequent  year  during  the 
continuance  of  the  company,  the  directors  should  oetermine  upon 
such  dividend  out  of  the  clear  profits  of  the  company,  as  they,  the 
directors,  should,  within  twenty-one  days  next  after  every  meeting  at 
which  any  dividend  should  have  been  announced  by  them,  or  any 
bonus  should  have  been  determined  on,  cause  the  same  dividend  and 
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bonus  respectively  to  be  divided  amongst  and  paid  to  the  shareholders 
respectively,  according  and  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  their  re- 
spective  shares,  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  directors  shall 
think  fit. 

That  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  for  the  directors  for  the  time 
being  of  the  said  company,  and  they  were  thereby  authorized  and 
empowered,  to  provide,  in  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  and  in  such  other 
towns  and  places  as  they  might  think  fit,  such  houses,  offices,  or  premi- 
ses  as  they  should  from  time  to  time  deem  requisite  or  expedient  for 
carrying  on  and  managing  the  business  affairs  and  concerns  of  the 
company,  upon  such  terms  and  stipulations,  and  in  such  manner  as 
tbey  might  ^eem  advisable ;  and  such  directors  might,  for  those  pur- 
poses,  with  and  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company,  purchase,  in  fee 
simple,  or  for  any  other  estate,  or  take  a  lease  of,  at  a  yearly  or  other 
rent,  or  otherwise,  any  houses,  buildings,  or  premises,  or,  in  like  man- 
ner, purchase  or  take  a  lease  of  any  land,  and  erect  or  build  ^ny 
houses  thereon,  and  keep  such  houses  or  buildings  in  repair  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid,  and  fit  up,  adapt,  and  furnish  the  same  for  the 
use  of  the  company  and  at  the  expense  thereof,  and  the  same  lands, 
houses,  and  buildings,  or  any  of  them  respectively,  or  any  part  of 
them,  should  or  might,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  afterwards, 
sell  again,  exchange,  convey,  assign,  demise,  let,  or  otherwise  dispose 
of,  or  deal  with  for  the  benefit  of  the  company;  and  that  such  lands, 
houses,  and  buildings  so  purchased  as  aforesaid,  should,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  said  deed,  be  deemed  personal  estate  and  part  of  the 
capital  of  the  company,  and  from  time  to  time  included  in  the  valu- 
ation of  capital,  and  should  be  vested  in  trustees  for  that  purpose, 
appointed  on  behalf  of  the  company,  upon  such  trusts  as  would  effec- 
tually secure  the  object  and  intention  of  the  said  deed  in  relation 
thereto. 

That  as  to  such  of  the  funds  and  capital  or  property  of  the  company 
for  the  time  being  in  the  hands  of  the  company  as  should  not  be  em- 
ployed, or  appear  necessary  to  be  employed  in  the  ordinary  business 
thereof,  the  directors  for  the  time  being  should,  so  far  as  tbey  conve- 
niently could,  accumulate  the  same  at  interest;  and  for  that  pur- 
pose might,  from  time  to  time,  lay  out  and  invest  the  same,  either 
in  the  names  of  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  of  the  company, 
or  of  such  other  persons  as  the  same  directors  might  appoint,  in  or 
upon  some  or  one  of  the  parliamentary  stocks  or  public  fonds  of 
Great  Britain,  or  in.  navy  or  exchequer  bills,  &c.,  as  they  might 
think  proper ;  and  any  board  of  directors,  when  they  shordd  deem 
it  expedient,  might  cause  any  of  the  funds  or  property  so  by  this 
article  authorized  to  be  laid  out  and  invested  as  aforesaid,  to  be 
disposed  of,  called  in,  or  otherwise  converted  into  money ;  and  the 
money  arising  thereby  to  be  again  laid  out  and  invested  in  and 
upon  any  of  the  stocks  and  securities  as  aforesaid ;  and  so,  from  time 
to  time,  as  occasion  might  require. 

That  the  general  board  of  directors  should  appoint  two  or  more 
proper  persons  to  be  trustees  of  the  said  copartnership  bank,  in 
whose  names,  or  in  the  names  of  some  or  one  of  whom,  all  grants. 
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conveyances,  and  assurances  of  property  in  favor  or  for  the  use  of  the 
same  copartnership,  and  all  instruments  and  assurances  for  the  secu- 
rity or  for  the  indemnity  thereof,  and  of  the  directors,  officers,  pro- 
perty, capital,  stock,  and  effects  thereof  should  be  made  and  taken. 

That  all  securities,  investments,  and  purchases  which,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  indenture  should  be  taken  or  made  by  or  in  the  nam^s  of 
the  said  present  or  any  future  trustees,  or  any  other  person  or  persons 
in  trust  for  or  on  account  of  the  company,  and  all  moneys  and  other 
estates  and  effects  thereby  secured,  or  therein  invested  or  accruing 
therefrom,  should  be  under  the  control  and  subject  to  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  said  copartnership  bank 
for  the  time  being ;  and  every  order  or  direction  made  in  writing  by 
the  said  board  of  directors  touching  the  disposition  of,  or  dealing 
with  the  same  securities  and  investments  and  purchases,  respectively, 
should  be  obligatory  on  and  observed  by  the  said  trustees  or  trustee, 
and  should  be  a  justification  to  them  and  him,  and  their  and  his 
indemnity,  in  acting  in  obedience  to  such  order  or  direction ;  and  all 
such  trustees  should,  when  required  by  the  said  board  of  directors, 
sign,  seal,  end  execute,  and  should  be  bound  to  sign,  seal,  and  execute, 
at  the  expense  of  the  company,  such  declarations  of  trust  of  the 
estates,  securities,  moneys,  and  effects  purchased,  taken,  holden  or  pos- 
sessed by  or  vested  in  them  respectively,  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
as  such  board  of  directors  or  their  counsel  should,  from  time  to  time, 
advise  or  require. 

That  if,  in  pursuance  of  any  of  the  powers  contained  in  the  said  in- 
denture, the  company  thereby  established  should  be  dissolved,  the  said 
board  of  directors  should,  with  all  convenient  speed,  wind  up,  settle, 
and  bring  to  a  final  rest  and  balance  the  accounts  and  affairs  of  the 
company ;  and  for  giving  effect  to  such  winding  up  and  settlement,  but 
for  no  other  purpose,  the  company,  and  the  powers  of  the  directors, 
and  the  election  of  new  directors  to  supply  vacancies,  should  be  held 
to  be  subsisting  and  continuing,  any  thing  thereinbefore  contained  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding ;  and  such  of  the  funds  and  property  of 
the  company  as  should  not  then  consist  of  money,  and  so  much  of  the 
capital  and  profits  of  the  company  as  should  remain  after  answering 
the  claims  and  demands  thereon,  should  be  paid  to  and  distributed 
amongst  the  shareholders  existing  at  the  time  of  the  dissolution,  and 
their  respective  executors,  &c.,  in  the  proportions  in  which  they  should 
then  be  respectively  entitled  thereto. 

The  property  of  the  said  bank  consists,  among  other  things,  of 
certain  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments,  and  money  due  on 
mortgage  of  freehold,  or  copyhold,  or  leasehold  hereditaments.  The 
plaintiff,  testator's  widow,  and  the  next  of  kin,  and  their  representa- 
tives, contended  that  the  bequest  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
testator's  shares  in  the  said  bank  to  the  said  several  societies  in  his 
will  mentioned,  is  restrained  and  rendered  void  by  the  act  of  9  Gea 
2,  c.  36,  for  restraining  the  disposition  of  lands  whereby  the  same 
become  inalienable.  The  parties  representing  the  several  societies 
contended  that  the  bequest  was  a  valid  one  and  not  restrained  by  the 
statute. 

'      20* 
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The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  the  bequest 
made  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  Henry  Myers,  of  his  shares  in  the 
bank,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  his  wife  Ann  Myers,  in  his  will 
named,  was  a  legal  bequest  within  the  statute  of  the  9  Greo.  2,  c.  36. 

The  preamble  of  the  9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,  is  as  follows :  — Whereas  gifts 
or  alienations  of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  in  mortmain  are 
prohibited  or  restrained  by  Magna  Charta,  and  divers  other  whole* 
some  laws,  as  prejudicial  to  and  against  the  conunon  utility ;  never- 
theless, this  public  mischief  has  of  late  greatly  increased  by  miany 
large^and  improvident  alienations  or  dispositions  by  languishing  or 
dying  persons,  or  by  other  persons  to  uses  called  charitable  uses,  to 
take  place  after  their  deaths  to  the  disherison  of  their  lawful  heirs." 
The  first  section  enacts  that  no  lands,  money,  or  personal  estate 
should  be  granted  to  such  purposes,  except  by  deed  executed  in  a 
specified  manner.  The  third  section  provides  that  all  gifts,  grants, 
&c.,  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  of  any  estate  or 
interest  therein,  or  of  any  charge  or  incumbrance  affecting  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments,  or  of  any  stock,  money,  goods,  chattels, 
or  other  personal  estate,  or  of  any  estate  or  interest  therein  to  or  in 
trust  for  any  charitable  use  whatsoever  shall  be  void. 

Bfflesy  Serg.y  {Lucas  was  with  him,)  May  4  and  6,  for  the  widow 
and  next  of  kin.  The  bequest  was  void  under  the  Mortmain  Act 
The  company,  the  shares  in  which  form  the  subject  of  dispute,  was 
an  unincorporated  banking  company,  and  similar,  with  some  excep- 
tions, to  a  common  banking  company.  The  testator  was  a  member 
of  the  cx)partnership ;  and  it  had  both  fireehold  and  copyhold  land 
and  moneys  laid  out  on  mortgage.  It  had,  therefore,  an  interest  in 
land ;  and  although,  perhaps,  the  legal  interest  was  yi  trustees,  the 
beneficial  interest  was  in  the  partners.  Although  a  shareholder 
might  not  have  any  control  over  the  land,  his  creditor  might  have. 
In  Tomlin$on  v.  Tomlinsony  9  Beav.  459,  canal  shares,  which  were 
declared  to  be  personal  estate  by  statute,  were  held  by  Sir  John 
Leach  to  give  an  interest  in  land  within  the  Mortmain  Act  In 
Bowse  V.  Chapman^  4  Ves.  542,  the  bequest  of  a  residue  for  the  im- 
provement of  the  town  of  Bath  was  held  void  as  respected  a  navi- 
^tion  share.  In  Myers  v.  Perigalj  16  Sim.  533 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J. 
Kep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc  185,  the  Vice-Chancellor  held  that  shares  in  the 
banking  company  were  within  the  statute.  It  may  be  said  that  the 
company's  deed  declares  that  shares  are  to  be  personal  estate ;  but  in 
Baxter  v.  Broum^  7  Man.  &  G.  198,  where  there  was  a  similar  pro- 
vision, it  was  held  that  each  partner  had  an  interest  in  the  realty. 
The  shares  are  only  made  chattels  for  the  purpose  of  their  transmis- 
sion, but  their  nature  is  not  altered  by  that  provision.  In  Custance 
V.  BradshaWj  4  Hare,  315 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (s.  s.)  Chanc.  358, 
it  was  held,  that  a  deceased  partner's  share  in  freehold  and  copyhold 
property  of  the  partnership  was  not  personal  estate  for  the  purpose 
of  probate  duty.  That  was  the  case  of  an  unincorporated  society 
like  this.  There  is  a  difference  between  the  case  of  a  corporate  and 
an  unincorporated  body.     In  the  case  of  a  member  of  a  corporate 
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body,  a  creditor  has  only  a  right  to  profits,  and  has  no  remedy  against 
the  land ;  but  in  the  case  of  an  unincorporated  body,  a  creditor  may 
seize  and  sell  the  share  of  a  partner.  Shares  in  an  unincorporated 
company  possessing  land,  must,  therefore,  be  within  the  statutes  of 
mortmain.  The  cases  of  Thompson  v.  Thompson^  1  Coll.  C.  C.  381 ; 
3.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Chanc.  455,  March  v.  TTie  Attomey-Oene' 
ralf  5  Beav.  433,  S^rKfiff  v.  Parker^  9  Ibid.  450 ;  s.  c.  16  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc  57 ;  JBRUon  v.  GHraud^  1  De  6ex  &  S.  183 ;  s.  c. 
16  Law  J.  Rep.  (s,  s.)  Chanc.  285,  and  Ashton  v.  Lord  LanffdaJ^^ 
20  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc.  234 ;  s.  c.  4  Eng.  Rep.  80,  may  be  relied 
upon  on  the  other  side.  The  last  of  those  cases  is  under  appeal,  and 
all  the  others,  except  SparHng  v.  Parker^  are  distinguishable  from  the 
present.  The  authorities,  therefore,  conflicting  with  each  other,  the 
words  of  the  statute  must  be  referred' to;  and  they  plainly  show  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  bring  such  a  bequest  as  the  present 
within  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

Oowlinfff  contra.  The  statute  was  intended  to  apply  to  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  —  to  real  property  and  not  to  personalty. 
Then,  the  question  is,  whether  a  share  in  such  a  company  as  this 
bank,  is  in  the  nature  of  personal  property,  or  of  lands  and  tenements. 
If  it  be  mixed  up  of  both  it  cannot  be  held  to  come  within  the  sta- 
tute. These  shares  are,  in  fact,  personalty.  The  shareholder  sub- 
scribes to  a  common  fund,  and  his  right  depends  upon  the  contract 
he  makes  by  depositing  his  money.  The  interest  of  the  shareholder 
is  founded  upon  this  contract,  and  will,  therefore,  pass  as  personalty. 
By  the  deed,  the  legal  estate  is  in  the  trustees,  and  there  is  no  le^ 
estate  in  the  shareholders.  The  management  is  vested  in  the  direc- 
tors, and  the  business  is  done  without  any  control  of  the  individual 
shareholders,  except  what  they  exercise  at  the  general  meeting.  They 
have  an  interest  only  in  the  funds  of  the  company.  While  the  com- 
pany exists,  no  individual  shareholder  has  an  interest  in  the  land.  If 
judgment  were  recovered  against  a  shareholder,  no  part  of  the  land 
could  be  taken  in  execution,  though  the  share  might  be  taken  and 
disposed  of.  In  March  v.  Hie  Attorney'  General^  it  was  held,  that 
policies  of  assurance  payable  out  of  the  funds  of  a  company  whose 
assets  were  partly  real  estate,  were  not  within  the  Mortmain  Act  A 
join,t>stock  company,  too,  is  totally  different  from  an  ordinary  co- 
partnership. In  the  latter,  any  one  copartner  may  be  agent  to  bind 
the  rest ;  but  that  cannot  be  the  case  with  regard  to  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany. In  the  case  of  Baxter  v.  Breton,  which  has  been  referred  to, 
there  was  real  property  vested  in  trust  for  each  individual  shareholder. 
•But  in  a  joint-stock  company,  no  individual  has  any  right  to  a  con- 
trol over  the  land.  No  reliance  need  be  placed  on  the  fact  that 
shares  in  the  company  are  declared  in  the  deed  to  be  personal  pro- 
perty. The  case  of  Bligh  v.  Brent,  2  You.  &  C.  268 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  Eq.  58,  which  is  recognized  in  Humble  v.  MUchelly 
11  Ad.  &  E.  205 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  29,  established 
that  real  property  held  for  the  purposes  of  a  trading  corporation  is,  in 
equity,  deemed  personal  estate ;  and,  from  the  observations  of  the 
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judges  there,  it  would  appear  that  no  distinction  can  be  drawn  in  this 
respect  between  a  corporation  and  an  unincorporated  company.  In 
the  case  of  ITie  Attorney- General  v.  Giles,  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Chanc.  44,  East  India  stock  was  held  not  to  be  within  the  Mortmain 
Acts.  Lord  Cottenham's  whole  judgment  in  that  case  is  applicable 
to  the  present  Ourling  v.  Flight,  2  Ph.  613;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Chanc.  359,  and  Bowse  v.  Ohapnum,  are  further  authorities  to 
show  that  the  shares  in  the  bank  in  question  were  personal  property. 

Our.adv.mUt. 

Afterwards,  this  court  returned  the  following  certificate  to  the  Court 
of  Chancery : 

"  The  case  has  been  argued  before  us  by  counsel  We  have  con- 
sidered it,  and  are  of  opinion  that  the  said  bequest  made  by  the  said 
will  of  the  said  testator  Timothy  Myers,  of  his,  the  said  testator's 
shares  in  the  Durham  and  Northumberland  District  Bank,  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  his  wife,  Anne  Myers,  in  his  will  named,  is  a  legal 
bequest  within  the  statute  of  the  9  Geo.  2.,  intituled  <  An  act  to 
restrain  the  disposition  of  lands  whereby  the  same  become  inalienable.' 

"  John  Jervis. 
"  C.  Cresswell. 
«  E.  V.  Williams. 
«  T.  N.  Talfourd." 
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Jane  21,  1852. 

Lease,  Construction  of —  Rent-charge  —  Livery  of  Seisin,  Pre- 

sumption  of 

M.  H.  and  W.  R.,  by  indentare  of  February,  1805,  granted  and  leased  certain  premises  nnto 
and  to  the  use  of  J.  £L,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  aijd  assigns  forever,  yielding 
and  pajingtherefor  a  yearly  rent  Proviso  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent  Cove- 
nant oy  J.  H.  for  payment  of  the  rent,  for  repairs,  and  for  insurance :  — 

Held^  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  premises  were,  at  the  date  of  the  instrument,  in  the 
occupation  of  tenants,  and  the  expressed  intention  of  the  parties  precluding  the  presump- 
tion of  livery  of  seisin,  the  instrument  could  not  operate  as  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  subject 
to  a  rent-chaige,  but  only  to  create  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

SanbU,  that  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  presume  liveiy  of  seisin  in  order  to  account  for  the 
possession  under  the  instrument,  the  court  would  have  made  that  presumption. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  for  the  recovery  of  an  undivided 
moiety  of  certain  lands  and  premises  situate  in  the  parish  of  Man- 
chester, in  the  county  of  Lancaster.  On  the  trial,  before  Cresswell,  J., 
at  the  spring  assizes  at  Liverpool,  in  1852,  a  verdict  was  found  for 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  b.)  C.  P.  222. 
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the  plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
court  on  the  following 

Case.  The  lands  of  which  the  undivided  moiety  was  sought  to  be 
recovered,  formerly  belonge'd  to  a  Mrs.  Catherine  Heath,  widow,  wbO| 
by  her  will  of  the  21st  of  May,  1772,  devised  them  to  her  daughter, 
Mary  Heath,  and  her  other  daughter,  Hannah  Roberton,  wife  of  Wil- 
liam Boberton,  Esq.,  and  their  heirs,  forever,  as  tenants  in  common. 
In  1780  Mrs.  Heath  died.  On  the  23d  of  August,  1781,  an  indenture 
was  executed  between  the  said  William  Boberton  and  Hannah  his 
wife  of  the  one  part,  and  one  Daniel  Whittaker  of  the  other  part, 
whereby  the  said  William  Boberton  and  Hannah  his  wife  covenanted 
that  they  would,  at  the  then  next  or  some  other  subsequent  assize  to 
be  holden  for  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster,  acknowledge  and 
levy,  &c.,  one  or  more  fine  or  fines  -—  sur  conusance  de  droit  come  ceo^ 
&Cw — with  proclamation  unto  the  said  Daniel  Whittaker  and  his 
heirs,  of  the  undivided  moiety  or  equal  half  part  of,  amongst  others, 
the  lands  devised  by  Mrs.  Heath  above  mentioned ;  and  it  was  there- 
by declared  that  such  fine  or  fines  should  enure  to  and  for  the  use 
and  behoof  of  such  person  or  persons,  and  for  such  estate  and  estates, 
intents  and  purposes  as  the  said  WiUiam  Boberton  and  Hannah  his 
wife,  or  as  the  said  Hannah  alone,  without  the  said  William  Bober- 
ton her  husband,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  should,  in  such  man- 
ner as  was  therein  contained,  limit  or  appoint  And,  in  default  of 
such  limitation  or  appointment,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said 
William  Boberton  and  Hannah  his  wife,  for  their  joint  lives  and  the 
life  of* the  survivor  of  them;  and  firom  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor  of  them,  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  right  heirs  of  the  said 
Hannah  Boberton  forever. 

A  fine  was  shortly  afterwards,  in  the  same  year,  levied  accordingly. 
In  February,  1801,  Hannah  Boberton  died  without  having  executed 
any  of  the  powers  of  the  above-mentioned  deed,  leaving  her  husband 
surviving.  On  the  2d  of  April,  1802,  her  son  and  heir,  Archibald 
Hamilton  Boberton,  died.  He  left  two  daughters  surviving,  Mary, 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiif,  born  on  the  20th  of  September,  1798,  and 
Emily,  born  on  the  25th  of  April,  1801.  On  the  1st  of  May,  1801,  by 
indenture  between  Mary  Heath,  above  mentioned,  and  the  said  Wil- 
liam Boberton  of  the  one  part,  and  James  Bothwell  of  the  other  part, 
the  said  Mary  Heath  and  William  Boberton  demised  to  the  said 
James  Bothwell  a  warehouse  with  the  appurtenances,  part  of  the  said 
premises  so  devised  by  Catherine  Heath,  and  then  in  the  possession 
of  the  said  James  Bothwell,  for  the  term  of  eleven  years  firom  the  24th 
of  June  then  next 

On  the  8th  of  February,  1805,  by  indenture  between  Mary  Heath 
above  mentioned  and  the  said  William  Boberton  of  the  one  part,  and 
James  Heath  of  the  other  part,  reciting  that  the  said  Mary  Heath  and 
William  Boberton,  by  virtue  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  Cathe- 
rine Heath,  widow,  deceased,  late  mother  of  the  said  Mary  Heath 
and  of  Hannah  Boberton,  late  wife  of  the  said  William  Boberton, 
were  entitled  as  tenants  in  common,  amongst  other  things,  to  the  heret 
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ditaments  and  premises  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  that  the  said  Mary 
Heath  and  William  Roberton  had  agreed  to  grant  a  perpetual  lease 
thereof  to  the  said  James  Heath,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  in  manner  thereinafter  mentioned,  it  was  witnessed,  that, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  for,  and  in  consideration  of 
the  clear  yearly  rent,  covenants,  and  agreements,  thereinafter  mention- 
ed and  reserved,  and  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  said  James  Heath, 
his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  be  paid  and  per- 
formed, they,  the  said  Mary  Heath  and  William  Roberton,  according 
to  their  several  and  respective  estates,  rights,  and  interests,  in  the 
hereditaments  and  premises  thereinafter  mentioned,  granted,  demised, 
leased,  set,  and  to  farm,  let  unto  the  said  James  Heath,  his  heirs,  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns  forever,  the  said  lands  devised  by 
the  said  Catherine  Heath,  described  to  be  in  the  respective  tenures  or 
occupation  of  William  Nabb,  James  Rothwell,  Hardwick  Taylor, 
Hughes  Giles  Chatterton,  Robert  Jackson  and  others,  to  hold  from 
the  25th  of  December  then  last  past,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said 
James  Heath,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for- 
ever ;  yielding  and  paying  therefore  yearly,  and  every  year,  unto  the  said 
Mary  Heath  and  William  Roberton,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  forever,  as  tenants  in  common  as  aforesaid,  the 
clear  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  120/.  half  yearly,  on  every  24th  of  June, 
and  25th  of  December,  with  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of 
the  said  rent  for  twenty-one  days,  and  no  sufficient  distress  on  the 
premises.  Covenant  by  the  said  James  Heath  with  the  said  Mary 
Heath  and  William  Roberton,  their  heirs,  &c.*,  for  payment  of  the  said 
rent,  also  of  all  chief  or  quit  rents,  also  to  maintain  and  keep  the 
premises  in  good  order  and  sufficient  tenantable  repair  at  all  times 
during  the  continuance  and  validity  of  the  lease,  also  to  keep  the 
premises  insured,  &c. 

A  memorandum  was  indorsed  on  this  deed,  signed  by  the  said 
Mary  Heath  and  William  Roberton,  consenting  and  agreeing  that  the 
said  James  Heath,  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  might, 
at  their  will  and  pleasure,  assign  the  said  lease  and  premises  to  any 
person  or  persons  whomsoever. 

On  the  25th  of  February,  1812,  the  said  William  Roberton  died. 
In  December,  1813,  the  said  Mary  Heath  died,  devising  her  property 
to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  Mary,  and  her  sister,  Emily.  In  183d, 
Emily  died  unmarried.  In  1825,  James  Heath,  the  lessee,  died,  and 
was  succeeded  by  his  son  and  heir  at  law,  Ashton  Marler  Heath,  who 
afterwards,  on  the  9th  of  May,  1840,  deposited  the  said  deed  of  the 
8th  of  February,  1805,  and  his  other  deeds  and  writings,  relating  to 
the  said  premises,  with  the  defendants,  by  way  of  equitable  mortgage 
for  moneys  advanced  by  them  to  him  exceeding  the  value  of  the  said 
premises,  without  any  notice  to  them,  at  the  time  of  such  advances 
and  deposit,  of  the  titie  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  said  Ash- 
ton Marler  Heath,  afterwards  becoming  bankrupt,  he,  together  with 
his  assignees,  on  the  2d  of  December,  1848,  conveyed  the  lands  to  the 
defendants  in  fee  for  value,  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  said  advances 
then  remaining  unpaid.     They  had  notice  of  the  titie  of  the  lessor 
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of  the  plaintiif  before  they  took  sach  conveyance.  The  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  afterwards  gave  notice  to  qoit  as  to  the  moiety  in  question. 
The  mother  of  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  ha4  been  examined  on 
interrogatories,  stated  in  her  examination  that  her  daughters,  Mary, 
the  lessor,  and  Emily,  received  120/.  a  year  from  Ihe  property  (the 
undivided  half  of  which  was  sought  to  be  recovered),  ixovn  the  time 
of  their  respectively  coming  of  age  up  to  the  death  of  the  said  Emi- 
ly, and  that  since  her  death  the  same  sum  had  been  received  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  said  Mary  up  to  Christmas,  1850.  That  she,  the 
mother,  first  received  the  rent  herself  of  one  undivided  moiety  of  the 
property,  amounting  to  60^,  in  the  year  1812,  on  behalf  of  her  said 
two  daughters,  who  were  then  minors,  and  continued  to  receive  it 
during  their  minorities.  That  the  first  half-year's  rent  became  due  at 
midsummer,  1812,  and  that  she,  the  mother,  received  it  in  right  of 
her  daughters  as  co-heiresses  of  their  father,  the  said  Archibald  Ham- 
ilton Roberton,  and  on  the  tleath  of  the  said  Mary  Heath,  which 
happened  in  December,  1813,  she,  the  mother,  received  the  rent  of  the 
other  moiety  of  the  property,  amounting  to  60/.,  for  her  said  daugh- 
ters, as  devisees  of  the  said  Mary  Heath,  during  their  minorities,  the 
first  payment  of  such  rent  of  that  moiety  being  due  at  Christmas, 
1813.  That  the  rents  of  both  moieties  were  paid  by  Mr.  James 
Heath,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  and  since  his  death,  which  hap- 
pened about  the  year  1825,  they  were  paid  by  his  son,  Ashton  Marler 
Heath,  up  to  Christmas,  1847.  That  the  rents  accrued  since  that 
time  had  been  paid  by  the  defendants  up  to  Christmas,  1850.  That 
the  rents  became  due  half-yearly,  at  Christmas  and  midsummer,  and 
that  the  amount  for  both  moieties  had -been  120/.  a  year. 

The  case  then  recited  a  long  correspondence  between  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  and  Ashton  Marler  Heath,  and  receipts  signed  by  the 
lessor  for  the  rent  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  deed  of  February, 
1805.  The  judgment  of  the  court  renders  it  unnecessary  to  set 
them  out. 

The  defendants'  counsel  contended  that  the  lessor  was  barred  by 
the  Statute  of  Limitations.  It  is  agreed  that  the  court  are  to  draw 
any  inferences  which  a  jury  ought  to  do.  The  question  for  the  court 
is,  whether  the  lessor  is  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  If  not, 
the  verdict  is  to  stand.  If  she  is  so  barred,  a  nonsuit  is  to  be  en- 
tered. 

Cowling  {Snowies  with  him),  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  The 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  ejectment,  as  she  is 
not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  At  the  date  of  the  deed 
of  1805,  Mary  Heath  was  tenant  in  common  in  fee  of  one  nioiety  of 
the  land,  and  William  Roberton  tenant  in  common  for  life  of  the 
other.  That  deed  operated  as  a  separate  demise  of  their  respective 
interests ;  for  where  tenants  in  common  join  in  a  lease,  ^  the  joint 
words  of  the  parties  shall  be  taken  respectively  and  eeverally."  Cb. 
LUi.  197,  a,,  Bac.  Abr.  tit "  Joint  Tenants,''  k.  On  William  Rober- 
ton's  death,  in  1812,  the  fee  in  his  moiety,  the  one  in  dispute,  vested 
in  the  lessor  and  her  sister  Emily,  in  possession ;  and  the  rent  has 
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ever  since  been  regularly  paid ;  and  there  haa  been  a  sufficient  receipt, 
within  the  third  section,  to  save  the  statute.  The  twenty  years  men- 
tioned in  section  2, /lid  not  begin  to  run  until  the  expiration  of  the 
notice  to  quit  Then  section  3  saves  the  right  of  the  claimant,  who 
has  been  in  the  possession  or  in  receipt  of  the  profits  of  such  land  ; 
and  section  35  enacts,  that  rent  ^  from  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  or 
other  lessee,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the 
land  within  section  3."  The  lease  in  this  case  was  void  as  to  the 
moiety  of  the  lands  in  question,  on  the  death  of  W.  Roberton,  the 
tenant  for  life ;  but  as  the  rent  reserved  by  that  lease  has  ever  since 
been  paid,  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year  has  been  created.  Doe  d. 
Martin  v.  Wdtts^  7  Term  Kep.  83 ;  Doe  d.  Brammall  v.  CoUinge,  18 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  3U5.  But  it  is  only  necessary  to  contend  as 
against  the  landlord,  and,  therefore,  also,  as  in  his  favor,  that  some 
tenancy  was  created ;  the  defendants  have  held  the  land,  not  in  their 
own  right,  as  absolute  owners ;  and,  if  they  are  not  tenants,  they  are 
bailifis ;  and  their  possession  has  been  that  of  the  owners.  If  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  is  barred  of  the  land,  she  is  barred  also  of  every 
interest  in  it,  for  the  mere  receipt  of  rent  creates  no  rentocharge. 

Tomlinson  (Tkompson  with  him),  for  the  defendants.  The  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  is  barred  by  the  statute.  The  2d  and  3d  sections  have 
done  away  with  the  distinction  between  adverse  or  non-adverse  pos- 
session; and  the  defendants  have  been  in  possession  more  than 
twenty  years.  The  hardship  urged  by  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  does 
not  exist,  for  if  she  is  barred  of  the  land,  she  has  a  good  title  to  the  rent 
as  a  distinct  inheritance,  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  1805,  being,  first  to 
pass  the  fee  simple  in  the  land,  and  secondly  to  create  a  distinct  es- 
tate in  the  rent-charge  in  perpetuity.  The  deed  professes  to  ^'  grant " 
the  land  to  James  Heath,  his  ^  heirs,  executors,  administrators  and 
assigns  forever."  First,  to  support  the  deed,  the  court  will,  after  so 
long  an  interval,  presume  livery  of  seisin  to  make  it  operate  as  a 
feoffment.  Rees  v.  Lloyd^  Wightw.  123.  That  case  was  recognized  in 
Doe  d.  Wilkins  v.  The  Marquis  of  Cleveland^  9  B.  &  C.864 ;  s.  c.  8  Law 
J.  Rep.  K.  B.  74,  and  in  Doe  d.  Lewis  v.  Davies^  2  Mee.  &  W.  503 ; 
8.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  176 ;  or,  secondly,  as  the  court  are  at 
liberty  to  draw  inferences  of  fact  as  a  jury,  they  will  presume  that  the 
land  was  full  of  tenants  at  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  so  make  it  ope- 
rate as  a  grant  of  the  reversion,  and  thus  qiidcuitque  vid,  the  fee  passed. 
The  deed  itself  describes  the  property  as  in  the  hands  of  certain  ten- 
ants, and  in  strong  confirmation  of  this,  the  case  states  that  a  lease 
had  been  previously  granted  to  one  of  them,  namely,  J.  Rothwell.  It 
may  be  urged  that  the  covenant  against  alienation  is  inconsistent  with 
this  view.  But  a  condition  not  to  alien  in  a  deed  which  passes  the 
fee  is  void.    Co.  Litt  s.  360,  and  Coke's  commentary  on  it 

[Maule,  J.  That  may  be;  but  the  argument  will  be,  that  the 
existence  of  such  a  covenant  is  inconsistent  with  the  presumption 
that  they  intended  to  pass  the  fee.  They  seem  to  have  been  disposed 
as  between  themselves  to  repeal  the  statute  of  Quia  Empiares^  and 
to  create  a  reversion  after  an  estate  in  fee.] 
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It  is  submitted  that  the  deed  operated  as  a  feoffment,  and  also  as  a 
grant  of  a  rent-charge,  and  that  there  was  no  reversion,  and  no  rela- 
tion of  landlord  and  tenant  created.  In  Littheton,  sec  215,  it  is  said — 
^'  If  a  man  will  make  a  feoffment  in  fee,  or  will  give  lands  in  tail,  the 
remainder  over  in  fee  simple,  without  deed,  reserving  to  him  a  certain 
rent,  this  reservation  is  void,  for  that  no  reversion  remains  in  the 
donor."  But  ^  if  a  man  by  deed  indented  make  a  feoffment  in  fee, 
and  by  the  same  indenture  he  reserveth  to  him  and  to  his  heirs  a 
certain  rent,  and  that  if  the  rent  be  behind  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him 
and  his  heirs  to  distrain,  &c.,  such  a  rent  is  a  rent-charge."  Heath, 
the  lessee,  executed  this  dec^l,  and  thereby  granted  the  rent-charge, 
and  each  party  has  treated  their  respective  rights  as  springing  from 
the  deed,  and  from  it  only.  As  to  the  point  made  with  reference  to 
the  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  land,  the  defendants  do  not  deny  that 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  in  receipt  of  the  rent  as  a  distinct 
inheritance,  which  is  what  ^  rent "  in  section  3  means;  but  they  deny 
that  she  has  been  in  the  receipt  of  ^  rent "  as  profits  of  the  land  within 
sections  3  or  35.  Doe  d.  Angell  v.  Angellj  9  Q.  B.  Rep*  28 ;  s.  c. 
IS  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  193. 

Cowlings  in  reply.  The  argument  of  the  defe|^dants  raises  two 
questions :  first,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  deed  ?  and,  secondly,  what 
has  been  the  conduct  of  the  parties  since  ?  To  consider  the  second 
question,  first :  the  parties  have  supposed  Tand  if  erroneously  it  makes 
no  difference  as  to  the  effect  of  their  acts)  that  the  deed  operated  as 
a  lease,  and  under  that  supposition  they  have,  as  tenants,  paid  rent 
for  the  enjoyment  of  the  land.  If  so,  tne  construction  of  the  deed 
becomes  immaterial,  as  there  has  been  such  a  receipt  of  profits  within 
sect.  31,  as  saves  the  lessor  from  being  barred.  But,  secondly,  the 
deed  does  not  create  a  rent-charge.  It  purports  to  be  an  orcunary 
lease ;  the  habendum  is  in  the  usual  form,  except  the  words  "  heirs  " 
and  "  forever."  The  redendum  is  "  yielding  and  paying  therefor," 
i  e.  for  the  eirjoyment  of  the  land,  and  it  contains  all  the  usual  cove- 
nants for  repairs,  payment  of  taxes,  for  quiet  enjoyment  and  against 
alienation.  The  only  words  which  can  be  construed  as  creating  a 
rent-charge,  for  there  is  no  absolute  grant  of  one,  are  contained  in  the 
covenant  to  pay  rent.  But  the  reservation  of  the  rent  is  by  the  lessor; 
there  is  no  grant  by  the  lessee.  The  form  of  deed  to  create  a  rent- 
charge  given  in  9  Jarman's  Bythewood,  518,  is  nothing  like  this ;  and 
the  reservation  of  rent  spoken  of  in  Litt.  s.  217,  cannot  mean  '^  rent " 
as  a  compensation  for  the  enjovment  of  the  land. 

[Maule,  J.  Blackstone,  in  his  '^  Commentaries,"  vol.  2,  p.  42,  says, 
^  a  fee-farm  rent  is  a  rent  issuing  out  of  an  estate  in  fee,  of  at  least 
one  fourth  of  the  value  of  the  lands,  at  the  time  of  its  reservation ; 
for  a  grant  of  lands  reserving  so  considerable  a  rent  is  indeed  only 
letting  lands  to  farm  in  fee  simple,  instead  of  the  usual  method  for 
life  or  years."  So  Blackstone  in  effect  says,  that  if  lands  are  let  in 
fee  reserving  rent,  that  creates  a  rent-charge.] 

The  reservation  in  that  case  must  not  be,  as  here,  for  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  land.     Supposing  the  deed  created  a  rent-charge,  W.  Ro- 

VOL.  XIV.  21 
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berton  could  only  be  entitled  to  it  daring  his  life ;  it  died  with  him. 
And  even  if  the  parties  have,  under  the  impression  that  it  still  existed, 
gone  on  paying  the  money  as  a  rentKsharge,  that  would  only  create  a 
yearly  tenancy,  and  could  not  give  the  lessor  any  title  to  the  rent  as  a 
rent-charge,  for  that  cannot  be  created  by  estoppel,  but  only  by  ex- 
press reservation.  The  lessor  is  not  bound  by  any  thing  W.  Rober- 
ton did,  as  nothing  descended  to  her  from  him  (''  a  stranger  shall 
neither  take  advantage  of  nor  be  bound  by  the  estoppel."  Co.  Litt 
352,  a),  and  the  reciftals  in  the  deed  cannot  be  binding  on  her,  as  she 
claims,  not  under,  but  against  it  If  the  deed  did  not  create  a  rent- 
charge,  then  the  cases  as  to  presuming  a  feoffment  are  inapplicable. 

[Counsel  also  argued  whether  the  correspondence  contained  a  suffi- 
cient acknowledgment  of  the  lessor's  title  within  sect  14  of  the  3 
&  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  to  save  it  from  being  barred.  But  as  the  court 
decided  that  the  meaning  of  the  correspondence  would  depend  upon 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  deed  of  February,  1805,  the  argu- 
ments on  this  point  are  omitted.] 

Our,  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  court ^  was  now  delivered  by 

Jervis,  C.  J.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to  decide  some  of  the  ques- 
tions which  were  raised  upon  the  argument  of  this  case ;  because  wc 
are  of  opinion  that,  under  the  circumstances,  we  ought  not  to  make 
the  presumptions  which  are  necessary  to  raise  those  questions.  In 
the  course  of  the  argument  Mr.  Cowling  described  the  instrument  of 
the  8th  of  February,  1805,  as  a  perpetual  lease ;  whereas  Mr.  Tom- 
linson  contended  that  it  operated  as  a  conveyance  in  fee  of  the  land, 
with  the  creation  of  a  rent-charge.  If  it  had  been  proved  that  the 
premises  were  in  the  occupation  of  tenants  when  the  instrument  was 
executed,  or  if  we  were  to  presume  livery  of  seisin,  it  would  operate 
as  a  conveyance  in  fee;  but,  as  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  premises 
were  in  the  occupation  of  tenants  (the  description  o^  the  premises 
not  being  evidence  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  not 
party  or  privy  to  the  instrument),  if  we  do  not  presume  livery  of 
seisin,  then,  as  the  instrument  cannot  operate  as  a  perpetual  lease,  the 
premises  must  have  been  held  upon  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  upon 
the  terms  contained  in  that  instrument  An  examination  of  the 
instrument  shows  that  the  parties  intended  it  to  operate  as  a  perpetual 
lease  ;  but  as  it  cannot  legally  have  that  operation,  we  must  either 
presume  that  the  premises  have  been  held  upon  a  yearly  tenancy, 
upon  the  terms  contained  in  the  instrument,  or  we  must  presume 
livery  of  seisin,  an  act  inconsistent  with  the  expressed  intention  of 
the  parties,  so  as  to  convert  the  instrument  into  a  conveyance  in  fee. 
Were  it  necessary  to  presume  livery  of  seisin  in  order  to  account  for 
the  possession  under  the  instrument,  the  authorities  show  that  we 
ought  to  make  that  presumption.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so. 
The  case  shows  that  rent  has  been  paid  regularly  to  the  lessors  and 

1  Jervis,  C.  J.,  Maule,  J.,  and  Cresswell,  J. 
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their  successorsi  and  it  is  more  conBistent  with  the  acts  of  the  parties 
to  presume  that  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  subsisted  between 
them,  than  to  presume  livery  of  seisin,  which  was  inconsistent  with 
their  intention  when  the  instrument  was  executed.  In  this  view  of 
the  case  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  continuously  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rent  and  profits  of  the  estate,  and  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions is  no  bar.     Our  judgment  must  be  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

#  Judgment  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 


Randall  v.  Moon.^ 

April  24,  1852. 

Bill  of  Exchange  —  Action  by  Indorsee  against  Acceptor —  Payment 

by  Drawer  in  another  Action, 

In  an  action  by  an  indorsee  against  the  accommodation  acceptor  of  a  bill,  it  is  not  a  good 
defence  to  the  farther  maintenance  that,  after  action  broaght,  the  drawer  paid  the  amount 
of  ^e  bill,  and  interest  to  the  indorsee,  nnder  a  judge's  o:^er  in  another  action  brought  by 
the  indorsee  against  the  drawer.  ^ 

Assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  49/.  I85.,  drawn  by  W.  A.  Tur- 
ner, accepted  by  the  defendant,  indorsed  by  Turn<er  to  T.  Edgely,  and 
by  him  indorsed  to  M.  Worms,  who  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff. 

Plea  to  the  farther  maintenance  of  the  action,  that  after  the  bill 
became  and  was  due  and  payable,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  the 
holder  of  it,  to  wit,  by  reason  of  the  said  indorsement  thereof  to  him 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  after  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of 
summons  in  the  cause,  the  said  W.  A  Turner,  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  to  wit,  at  the  request  of,  and  for  and  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant,  paid  to  the  plaintiff,  who  then  accepted  and  received,  of 
and  from  the  said  W.  A.  Turner,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  a 
sum  amounting  in  the  whole  to  sdl  the  moneys  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  the  causes  of  action 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  the  said  W.  A.  Turner  thereupon 
became  entitled  to  have  the  said  bill  delivered  up  to  him  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  defendant  further  saith,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not 
suing  in  this  action  as  trustee  of,  or  for  the  benefit  of,  the  said  W.  A. 
Turner.     Verification,  and  prayer  of  judgment 

Replication  —  That  Turner  did  not,  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, pay  to  the  plaintiff,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  receive,  the  money  in 
satisfaction  of  the  causes  of  action. 

The  cause  was  tried  at  the  sittings  in  Easter  term,  before  Maule,  J. 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  b.)  C.  F.  226. 
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It  appeared  at  the  trial  that  the  defendant  accepted  the  bill,  for 
the  accommodation  of  the  drawer  (Turner),  but  that  fact  was  not 
known  to  the  plaintiff.  The  bill  became  due  on  the  4th  of  March, 
and  on  the  6th  two  actions  were  simultaneously  commenced  by  the 
plaintiff  against  Turner  and  the  defendant  On  the  13th,  a  summons 
was  taken  out  to  stay  proceeding  in  the  action  against  Turner,  on 
payment  of  debt  (principal  and  interest)  and  costs,  and  an  order 
(although  resisted  by  the  plaintiff)  was  made  accordingly.  The 
declaration  in  this  action  was  delivered  on  the  22d  of  March,  and 
the  plaintiff  claimed  by  his  particulars  the  full  amount  of  principal 
and  interest  due  upon  the  bill  before  it  was  paid  by  Turner.  A  ver- 
dict was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  50/.  damages,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  or  to 
reduce  the  damages. 

Macnamaray  April  24,  moved  for  a  rule  nisi,  pursuant  to  the  leave 
reserved.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  Jones  v.  Broadhursty 
9  Com.  B.  Rep.  173,  where  it  was  held  that  satisfaction  of  a  bill  as 
between  a  drawer  or  indorser  and  an  indorsee,  whether  before  or 
after  the  bUl  became  due,  does  not  necessarily  enure  as  satisfaction  on 
behalf  of  the  acceptor,  or  operate  so  as  to  discharge  him  from  liability 
to  the  indorsee.  The  plea  here  is  so  drawn  as  to  avoid  the  objec- 
tions which  were  made  the  form  of  the  plea  in  that  case,  and  the 
defendant  here  is  an  accommodation  acceptor.  There  was,  there- 
fore, a  legal  priority  between  the  party  who  made  the  payment,  and 
the  defendant,  the  absence  of  which  circumstance  was  commented 
upon  by  the  court  in  Jones  v.  BroadhursL  The  payment  by  the 
principal  would  discharge  the  surety ;  and  though,  in  general,  upon 
payment  by  the  drawer,  the  holder  becomes  trustee  for  him,  and  is 
liable  to  refund  to  him  what  may  be  recovered  from  the  acceptor,  yet 
in  the  case  of  an  accommodation  acceptance,  the  drawer  is  not  en- 
titled to  sue  the  acceptor,  and  no  trust  arises  in  the  holder  on  behalf 
of  the  drawer.  The  causes  of  action  included  debt  and  damages, 
and  they,  having  been  once  paid,  the  issue  should  have  been  found 
for  the  defendant,  as  it  was  proved  in  terms.  Costs  are  not  a  cause 
of  action,  but  are  only  incidental  thereto.  The  action  was  continued 
simply  for  nominal  damages,  but  no  action  can  be  carried  on  for 
nominal  damages  or  costs  only.  Beaumont  v.  Greatheady  2  Ibid.  494 ; 
s.  c.  15  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  130 ;  Thame  v.  Boasts  12  Q.  B.  Rep. 
808;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  339. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  worn  "  proceed  "  is  used  with  regard  to  both 
those  cases ;  but  in  the  one  case  the  action  was  commenced  after 
payment,  and  in  the  other  it  was  only  continued  after  payment. 

Creswell,  J.  It  would  be  a  startling  proposition  to  announce 
that  an  acjtion  cannot  be  brought  for  nominal  damages.  Surely  an 
action  might  be  brought  against  a  banker  for  dishonoring  a  custo- 
mer's check.] 

In  the  case  of  Corbeit  v.  Swinbum^  8  Ad.  &  E.  673 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  215,  a  plea  as  to  50/.  to  the  further  maintenance, 
which  stated  the  delivery  of  a  bill  in  satisfaction  of  the  promise  and 
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of  damages  fbut  not  of  costs),  after  action  brought,  was  held  good. 
The  principal  and  interest  in  the  present  case  having  been  satisfied, 
there  was  no  cause  of  action  to  go  on  with.  Substantially,  the  plea 
here  is  a  plea  of  payment  by  the  drawer. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  I  was  at  first  somewhat  embarrassed  by  the  case 
of  Thame  v.  Boosts  but  on  looking  into  it,  I  find  it  appears  there  that 
the  costs  had  been  paid.] 

In  Joule  v.  Taylor^  7  Exch,  31 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  674,  it  was  held, 
that  nominal  damages  will  not  take  a  debt  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  court 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  should  be  no  rule.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  payment  under  the  judge's  order,  in  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  holder  against  the  drawer,  cannot  be  said  to  be  a 
payment  in  satisfaction  of  the  causes  of  action  against  the  acceptor. 

Cresswell,  J.,  and  Talfourd,  J.,  concurred. 

Ride  refusedL 


Fisher  and  another  v.  Bell  and  another.^ 

June  22,  1852. 

Ba/nkrupt  Consolidation  Acty  1849  —  Deed  of  Composition  by  Six 
Sevenths—  Separate  Property  — 12  ^  13  Vict  c.  106,  ss.  224,  228. 

To  assumpsit  on  bills  of  exchange,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  being  joint  traders,  by  deed 
under  the  12  &  IS  Vict  c.  106,  s.  224,  thej  assigned  their  joint  property  to  M.,  who  under- 
took to  pay  their  joint  creditors  7s.  6c/.  in  the  pound;  that  six  sevenths  of  the  creditors 
accepted  and  executed  the  deed,  and  the  defendants  were  thereby  released  from  the  plain- 
tiffs' claim.  The  plaintiffs  replied,  after  setting  out  the  deed  on  oyer,  that  each  of  the  de- 
fendants had  separate  property.  The  replication  was  held  good,  on  the  authority  of 
Tedey  Y.  Jby/or,  21  Law  J.  Kep.  (n.  b.)  Q.  B.  346,  in  error ;  b.  c.  12  Eng.  Bep.  469. 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  drawers  of  several  bills  of  exchange, 
against  the  defendants,  as  acceptors,  and  on  two  indebitatus  counts. 

Sixth  plea,  that  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  indenture  herein- 
after mentioned,  and  for  six  months  before  suspension  of  payment, 
the  defendants  were  traders  in  copartnership,  and  jointly  indebted  to 
the  several  persons,  parties  to  the  said  indenture  of  the  third  part. 
That,  after  the  passing  of  the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act, 
1849,  the  defendants  suspended  payment,  and  made  an  indenture, 
between  the  defendants  of  the  first  part,  one  G.  Marshall  of  the  se- 
cond part,  and  the  several  parties,  whose  names  were  subscribed,  of 
the  third  part,  being  joint  creditors  or  their  agents,  reciting,  that 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  228. 
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Marshall  agreed  to  secure,  and  the  said  creditors  agreed  to  accept, 
75.  6d.  in  the  pound  upon  the  amount  of  their  respective  debts ;  and 
the  defendants  assigned  all  their  joint  copartnership  property  to  Mar- 
shall, to  hold  for  his  own  use ;  and  Marshall  covenanted  to  pay  the 
said  creditors  7s.  6(L  in  the  pound,  by  certain  instalments ;  and  that 
the  said  creditors,  in  consideration  thereof,  released  the  defendants. 
That  the  said  indenture  was  signed  by  six  sevenths  of  the  creditors, 
whose  debts  amounted  to  the  sum  of  lOL  and  upwards ;  that  the 
said  indenture  was  a  deed  of  arrangement  between  the  defendants 
and  their  creditors  within  the  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bank- 
rapt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  as  to  arrangement  bv  deed ;  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  notice  to  subscribe  and  seed  the  indenture ;  and 
that,  by  force  of  the  statute,  the  said  indenture  became  obligatory  on 
the  plaintifis,  whereby  the  defendants  were  released  from  the  causes 
of  action.     Verification. 

Replication,  (craving  oyer  of  the  deed,  and  setting  it  out)  —  That 
at  the  time  of  making  and  executing  the  indenture,  each  of  the  de- 
fendants was  possessed  and  entitled  to  divers  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects,  his'own  separate  property,  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  each  to 
the  amount  of  1,0002.,  and  liable  to  seizure  under  legal  process,  for 
payment  of  the  debts  due  to  the  joint  creditors  of  the  defendants. 
Verification. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Qumnellj  Serg.,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  April  29.  The  deed 
comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  224th  section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict 
c.  106,  "  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,"  and  operates 
as  a  release  against  the  creditcMrs  who  did  not  execute  it.  The  cases 
in  which  the  operation  of  the  section  have  been  brought  before  the 
court  are,  Phillips  v.  Swnridge^  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  a.)  C.  P.  337;  Stew- 
art  V.  Collins  J 10  C.  B.  634 ;  c.  s.  2  Eng.  Rep.  332 ;  Drew  v.  CoUinSj  6 
Exch.  Rep.  670 ;  s.  c.  20  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  369,  and  Tetleyv.  Tay- 
lor. In  Tetley  v.  Ta^lory  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  differed  from  the 
exchequer  in  Drew  v.  Collins^  and  held  that  the  provision  in  the  228th 
section  that  <<  joint  and  separate  assets  shall  be  distributed  in  like  man- 
ner as  in  bankruptcy,"  does  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  composition 
deed,  and  does  not  invalidate  such  a  deed  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
provide  for  the  distribution  of  the  whole  of  the  trader's  property. 

Barstow^  contra,  for  the  plaintiff,  relied  upon  Drew  v.  Collins^ 
which  expressly  decided  that  a  deed  under  the  224th  section  is  not 
binding  on  a  creditor  who  did  not  execute  it,  unless  it  provide  for 
the  distribution  of  the  whole  of  the  trader's  estate. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

Jebvis,  C.  J.  now  said,  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  deliver  any  judg- 
ment in  this  case,  as  it  was  governed  by  the  decision  of  the  exche- 
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qner  chamber  in  Tetley  v.  TayloTj  in  error,  (which  overruled  the 
decision  of  the  court  below,  and  affirmed  the  decision  in  Drew  v.  Col' 
lins.) 

Per  Curiam'-^ 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Leroux  v.  Brown.^ 

November  10, 1852. 

Frauds^  Statute  of^^  Parol  Contract  made  abroad  —  Comity  of 

Nations. 

The  4th  section  of  tlie  Statate  of  Frauds  does  not  make  the  agreements  therein  mentioned 
Toid,  bat  only  prevents  their  being  enforced  by  action,  if  the  requirements  of  that  section 
an  not  compocd  with. 

Therefore,  ^n  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  this  oonntrv  upon  a  parol  apfreement,  which  is 
not  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  althoogh  made  in  'France,  and  valid  and  enforceable 
there. 

Assumpsit.  The  declaration  stated,  that,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of 
December,  1849,  at  Calais,  in  France,  to  wit,  at  Westminster,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  then  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  enter  into  the 
service  of  the  defendant  as  clerk  aud  agent,  and  to  serve  the  defend- 
ant in  that  capacity  for  one  year  certain,  at  certain  wages,  to  wit, 
100/.  a  year,  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiflf  by  equal 
quarterly  payments  during  his  continuance  in  such  service,  the  de- 
fendant then  promised  the  plaintiff  to  receive  him  into  his  service, 
and  to  retain  and  employ  him  in  his  said  service  at  the  wages  afore- 
said. •  The  plaintiff  then  averred  that  he  was  ready  and  willing  to 
enter  into  the  defendant's  service,  and  that  he  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
&c.,  requested  the  defendant  to  receive  him  into  his,  the  defendant's 
service.  Breach,  that  the  defendant  did  not,  nor  would,  at  the  time 
he  was  so  requested,  or  at  any  other  time,  receive  the  plaintiff  into 
his  service  as  aforesaid,  or  retain  or  employ  him  at  such  wages  as 
aforesaid,  or  in  any  other  way.  The  only  material  plea  was,  non 
assumpsit. 

The  cause  was  tried,  at  the  sittings  for  Middlesex,  on  the  3d  of 
June,  before  Talfourd,  J.,  when  the  jury  found  that  a  parol  contract 
had  been  entered  into  at  Calais,  in  France,  by  which  the  defendant, 
who  resided  in  England,  agreed  with  the  plaintiff,  a  British  subject 
residing  at  Calais,  to  employ  the  plaintiff  as  the  defendant's  agent  to 
collect  eggs  and  poultry  at  Calais,  and  to  send  them  over  to  the  de- 


1  22  Law  J.  Kep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  1 ;  id  Jur.  1021. 
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fendant  in  England,  the  service  to  be  for  one  year  from  a  future  day 
at'  100/.  a  year.  The  plaintiff  also  proved  that,  by  the  law  of  France, 
this  contract,  though  not  in  writing,  was  valid  and  could  be  enforced 
by  the  courts  in  that  country.  The  defendant  objected  that,  never- 
theless, it  was  within  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which 
precluded  the  plaintiif  from  bringing  an  action  upon  it  in  England. 

The  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiif  on  the  issue  raised  by  the 
plea  of  nan  assumpsit^  and  leave  was  reserved  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  or  a  verdict  for  himself  on  that  issue. 

Hawkins  (June  5)  obtained  a  rule^nm  accordingly,  against  which 

Allen^  Serg.,  and  Metcalfe  now  showed  cause.  A  foreign  contract, 
valid  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  it  is  made,  may 
be  enforced  in  this  country,  notwithstanding  that  the  formalities  re- 
quired by  our  law  to  render  such  a  contract  valid  if  entered  into  here, 
'have  not  been  complied  with.  The  cause  of  action  is  to  ba  judged 
of  with  reference  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  it  originated,  and 
the  mode  of  procedure  must  be  adopted  as  it  happens  to  exist  in  the 
country  where  the  action  is  brought  Haber  v.  SUiner^  2  Bing. 
N.  C.  202. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  4th  section  does  not  say,  as  the  17th  does,  that 
'<  no  contract  shall  be  good,"  but  that  "  no  action  shall  be  brought  upon 
any  contract."  There  is  a  clear  distinction  between  contracts  abso- 
lutely void  and  those  which  cannot  be  enforced.  Unless  the  4th  sec* 
tlon  bars  the  right  as  well  as  the  remedy,  this  action  must  fail.] 

It  has  been  decided,  in  Carrinffton  v.  Roots,  2  Mee.  &  W.  348 ; 
s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  95,  that  although  the  language  of 
the  4th  and  17th  sections  is  different,  yet  that  in  effect  they  are  the 
same,  and  that  the  4th  section  as  well  as  the  17th  renders  the  con- 
tract void  altogether.  Lord  Abinger  says,  <<  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  not  that  the  contract  shall  stand  for  all 
purposes  except  that  of  being  enforced  by.  action,  but  it  means  that 
the  contract  shall  be  altogether  void."  That  construction  has  been 
subsequently  affirmed  by  the  same  court  in  Reade  v.  Lamb,  0  Exch. 
Rep.  130 ;  s.  c.  3  Eng.  Rep.  570.  The  4th  section,  therefore,  as  it 
affects  the  rights  and  merits  of  the  contract,  and  not  merely  the 
remedy  upon  it,  cannot  govern  a  foreign  contract. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  In  Carrinffton  v.  Roots,  the  plaintiff  brought  tres- 
pass for  seising  his  horse  and  cart  Plea,  removal  of  it  damage 
feasant  Replication^  that  defendant  had  sold  a  crop  of  grass  to  the 
plaintiff,  with  liberty  to  take  it  Wherefore,  &c.  Traverse  of  the 
agreement  This  agreement  it  turned  out  was  not  in  writing,  and 
therefore,  treated  as  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land,  it  was  within  the 
4th  section.  The  court  said  that  the  plaintiff  by  his  replication 
meant  to  set  up  a  contract  capable  of  being  enforced  by  action,  and 
that  by  his  action  of  trespass,  he  was  in  fact  endeavonug  to  charge 
the  defendant  by  means  of  that  contract,  but  that  inasmuch  as  the 
4th  section  prevented  its  being  enforced  by  action,  it  was,  for  the  pur- 
pose in  hand,  in  effect  void,   do  in  Reade  v.  Lamb,  the  court  say  that 
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"  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  question  "  there  is  no  distinction  be- 
tween the  4th  and  17th  sections.  No  doubt  a  contract  which  cannot 
be  enforced  is  practically  void.] 

It  is  submitted  that  in  neither  case  will  the  language  of  the  judges 
bear  that  limited  interpretation. 

[Maule,  J.  If  a  contract  is  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  so 
milch  uncertainty  is  thrown  about  it,  that  the  legislature  has  said 
if  entered  into  in  this  country  it  shall  not  be  enforced  by  action  unless 
it,  or  some  memorandum  or  note  thereof,  shall  be  in  writing.  That 
reasoh  would  apply  with  still  greater  force  to  such  a  contract  entered 
into  abroad.] 

If  the  contract  was  valid  in  its  inception,  then  the  defendant  oueht 
to  have  pleaded  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  speciauy. 
They  also  cited  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  s.  260 ;  1  Surge's  Comment- 
aries, 29 ;  3  Ibid.  760. 

Hawkins  and  Honymanj  in  support  of  the  rule.  It  is  clear  that 
the  mode  of  suing  on  a  foreign  contract  must  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  country  where  the  action  is  brought  Thus,  in  71ie  Bri' 
tish  Linen  Company  v.  Drummond^  10  B.  &  C.  903 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep. 
K.  B.  213,  it  was  held  that  the  English  Statute  of  Limitations  was  a 
good  plea  to  an  action  on  a  Scotch  contract,  which  might  in  Scotland 
have  been  put  in  suit  at  any  time  within  forty  years.  De  la  Vega  v. 
Ftanna,  1  B.  &  Ad.  284 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  388,  and  Huber  v. 
Steiner  are  other  instances  of  the  application  of  this  rule.  Then  the 
question  is,  whether  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  makes 
the  contract  vcdd  altogether,  or  applies  only  to  the  mode  of  enforcing 
it.  A  parol  contract  such  as  this  was  good  at  common  law  before 
the  Statute  of  Frauds;  the  4th  section  of  that  statute  does  not  say  it 
shall  be  void,  but  that  no  action  shall  be  brought,  unless  it  or  some 
memorandum  or  note  thereof  shall  be  in  writing  and  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  therewith ;  so  that  in  effect  that  section  brings  it 
to  a  question  of  evidence.  The  agreement  itself  need  not  be  in 
writing,  but  only  the  evidence  of  it ;  therefore  if  A  writes  a  letter  to 
C,  an  uninterested  person,  and  signs  it,  saying  that  he  has  entered 
into  a  parol  contract  to  a  certain  effect  with  B,  that  letter  would  satisfy 
the  4th  section.  In  Sugden  on  the  Law  of  Vendors  and  Purchasers, 
(chap.  3,  sec.  3, 11th  ed.  p.  122,)  it  is  said  ^<  a  note  or  letter,  written 
by  the  vendor  to  any  third  person,  containing  directions  to  carry  the 
agreement  into  execution,  will,  subject  to  the  before-mentioned  rules, 
be  a  sufficient  agreement  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  i^tute."  Rather, 
it  is  submitted,  it  will  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  agreement. 

[Maule,  J.  The  << charging"  mentioned  in  section  4,  refers  not  to 
the  writing,  but  to  the  contract  on  which  the  action  is  brought.  It  is 
not  necessary  that  th*e  writing  should  charge.] 

No ;  the  contract  is  in  existence  before  the  writing  or  the  signature. 
In  Crosby  v.  Wadsworth^  6  East,  602,  it  was  decided  that  the  4th  sec- 
tion does  not  immediately  avoid  the  contract ;  and  in  Laythorpe  v. 
Bryant,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  735 ;  5.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  217,  Bo- 
sanquet  J.,  remarks  upon  the  difference  in  this  respect  between  the 
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wording  of  the  4th  and  17th  sections,  for  that  the  latter  does  avoid 
contracts  not  made  in  the  manner  there  prescribed.  If  a  parol  agree- 
ment has  been  partly  executed,  courts  of  equity  will  compel  a  specific 
performance  (1  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  c.  3,  s.  7,  p.  140,)  and  this  could  not 
be  if  the  contract  was  to  all  intents  and  purposes  void.  The  effect 
of  the  decisions  in  Carrington  v.  Roots^  and  Reade  v.  Lamb,  is,  that 
it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  that  the  statute  should  apply,  that  the  ac- 
tion should  be  brought  upon  the  agreement,  but  that  it  is  enough  if 
the  effect  of  the  action  is  to  charge  the  defendant  by  means  of  the 
agreement ;  and  the  court  said  the  plaintiffs  there  were  seeking  by  a 
collateral  and  incidental  mode  to  enforce  the  agreement  In  deciding 
that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained,  the  court  will  not  preclude  the 
plaintiff  from  any  remedy  he  may  have  in  equity,  nor  from  suing  in 
France,  nor  will  it  be  any  violation  of  the  comity  of  nations ;  and  if 
it  were,  the  court  is  bound  to  enforce  the  act  of  parliament  Lopez 
V.  Burslemj  4  Moore,  P.  C.  300. 

[Maule,  J.  If  the  meaning  of  an  act  is  doubtful,  it  is  a  reason  for 
not  putting  a  particular  interpretation  upon  it,  that  that  interpretation 
would  violate  the  comity  of  nations.  In  The  Sussex  Peerage  case, 
11  CI.  &  F.  85,  the  House  of  Lords  said,  assuming  (as  they  did,  and  I 
think  rightly)  that  the  legislature  meant,  whatever  words  were  made 
use  of  in  the  12  Geo.  3,  c.  11,  to  invalidate  such  a  marriage  as  the 
one  then  in  question,  that  the  act  must  be  carried  into  effect  although 
the  marriage  was  valid  abroad.] 

They  also  cited  The  Oeneral  Steam  Navigation  Company  v.  ChiiU 
lou,  11  Mee.  &  W.  877 ;  s.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  168 ;  Per- 
guson  V.  Pyffe,  8  C).  &  F.  121 ;  Don  v.  Lippman,  5  CI.  &  F.  1 ;  Brown 
V.  Thornton,  6  Ad.  &  E.  185 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.).  K.  B.  82 ; 
Dobell  V.  Hutchinson,^  Ad.  &  E.  355;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  sJ  K. 
B.  201 ;  Davis  v.  Trevannion,  2  Dowl.  &  L.  P.  C.  743 ;  s.  c.  1 4  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  9.)  Q.  B.  138;  Adam  v.  ^rr,  1  Bos.  &  P.  360,  and  Story's 
Conflict  of  Laws,  p.  634  and  635. 

Allen,  Serg.  referred  to  2  BotUlenois  Traite  de  la  Personalitc,  tit  4, 
c.  2,  observ.  46:  — "  Ainsideux  particuliers  coutractent  ensemble  en 
presence  de  t^moins,  et  sans  ecrit,  dans  un  endroit  ou  pareilles  con- 
ventions forment  de  veritables  engagements,  et  k  raison  de  quoi  la 
preuve  par  temoins  est  admise  dans  cet  endroit  pour  quelque  somme 
que  ce  soit  meme  au  dessus  de  100  livres ;  ils  plaident  ensuite  dans 
un  lieu  ou  cette  preuve  par  temoins  n'est  pas  admise ;  dans  cette  es- 
pece  je  ne  troiive  pas  de  difficulte  a  dire  qu'il  faudra  admettre  la 
preuve  par  temoins,  parceque  telle  preuve  appartient  ad  vinculum 
obligationis  et  solemnitatem." 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  made  abso- 
lute. There  has  been  no  discussion  at  the  bar  as  to  the  principles 
which  ought  to  govern  our  decision.  It  is  admitted  by  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  that  if  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  applies,  not 
to  the  validity  of  the  contract,  but  only  to  the  mode  of  procedure 
upon  it,  then  that,  as  there  is  no  <<  agreement,  or  memorandum,  or 
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note  thereof"  in  writing,  this  action  is  not  maintainable.  On  the 
other  hapd,  it  is  not  denied  that,  if  that  section  applies  to  the  con-* 
tract  itself,  or,  as  BouUenois  says,  to  the  *<  solemnities  "  of  the  con- 
thict,  inasmuch  as  our  law  does  not  affect  to  regulate  foreign  contracts, 
the  action  is  maintainable.  On  consideration,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  4th  section  does  not  apply  to  the  "  solemnities  "  of  the  contract, 
but  to  the  proceedings  upon  it;  and  therefore  that  this  action  cannot 
be  maintained.  The  4th  section,  looked  at  in  contrast  with  the  1st, 
2d,  3d,  and  17th,  leads  to  this  conclusion.  The  words  sure,  <^  no  action 
shall  be  brought  whereby  to  charge  any  person  upon  any  agreement 
that  is  not  to  be  performed  within   the  space  of  one  year  from  the 

.  making  thereof,  unless  the  agreement  upon  which  such  action  shall 
be  brought,  or  same  memorandum  or  note  thereof  shaU  be  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  therewith,  or  some  other  per- 
son thereto  by  him  lawfully  authorized."  It  does  not  say  that,  unless 
those  requisites  are  complied  with,  the  contract  shall  be  void,  but  only 
that  ^  no  action  shall  be  brought  upon  it ; "  and,  as  put  by  Mr.  Hony- 
man  with  great  force,  the  alternative,  requiring  the  "  agreement  or 
some  memorandum  thereof"  to  be  in  writing,  shows  that  the  legisla- 
ture contemplated  a  contract,  good  before  any  writing,  but  not  enforce- 
able without  the  writing  as  evidence  of  it.  This  view,  which  the 
words  of  the  statute  present,  is  also,  I  think,  in  conformity  with  the 
authorities.  The  cases  cited  by  the  very  learned  author  of  the  Law 
of  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  and  the  practice  of  the  courts  of  equity, 
show  that  if  any  writing  be  subsequently  made  and  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged  with  the  agreement,  there  is  a  sufficient  compli- 
ance with  the  4th  section  to  enable  the  other  party  to  enforce  the 
agreement  Authority  and  practice,  therefore,  are  both  in  conformity 
with  the  words  of  the  statute.  But  it  is  said  that  the  cases  of  Car- 
rififfton  V.  Boots  and  Reade  v.  Lamb,  are  inconsistent  with  this  view. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  attention  of  the  learned  judges  who 
decided  those  cases,  was  not  directed  to  the  particular  point  raised  by 
the  present  case.  What  the  court  said  in  those  cases  was,  that  for 
the  purposes  of  the  action  in  those  particular  instances,  there  was  no 
difference  between  the  effect  of  the  4th  and  the  17th  sections.  It 
must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  meaning  of  those  sections  has  been 
explained  in  other  cases.  In  Crosby  v.  Wadsworth^  Lord  Ellenbo- 
rough  says,  ^'  The  statute,"  that  is,  the  4th  section,  <'  does  not  expressly 
and  immediately  vacate  such  contracts  if  made  by  parol ;  it  only  pre- 
cludes the  bringing  of  actions  to  enforce  them."  The  same  view  is 
adopted  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  and  Bosanquet,  J.,  in  Laythorpe  v.  Bryant^ 
from  which  it  appears  that  the  contract  is  good  antecedent  to  any 

»  writing,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  4th  section  is,  not  to  ^void  it,  but 
to  bar  the  remedy  upon  it,  unless  there  be  writing.  I  therefore  think 
that  an  action  on  the^^ntract  in  this  case  will  not  lie  in  this  country, 
because  the  4th  section  relates  merely  to  the  mode  of  procedure,  and 
not  to  the  validity  of  the  contract.  This  view  is  not  inconsistent 
with  what  has  been  cited  from  BouUenois,  who  is  speaking  of  what 
pertains  ^^ad  vinculum  obligationis  et  solemnitaiem^^  and  not  of  what 
relates  to  the  mode  of  procedure. 
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Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Tliis  action  is  brought 
upon  a  contract  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  and  the  contract 
is  not  in  writing ;  it  is,  therefore,  within  the  plain  words  of  the  4th 
section.  The  objection  to  the  application  of  that  section  to  this  case 
is,  that  the  contract  was  entered  into  in  France.  Now,  that  section 
does  not  say  in  literal  terms  that  the  contract  shall  have  no  force,  but 
that  no  action  shall  be  brought  upon  it,  referring,  of  course,  to  some- 
thing  which  is  to  take  place  in  courts  where  the  English  law  prevails. 
Then  it  is  said  that  there  are  cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the 
terms  <<  no  action  shall  be  brought,"  are  equivalent  to  saying  the 
agreement  shall  be  void.  Suppose  it  were  held  as  a  general  propo- 
sition that  those  terms  had  that  effect,  still  it  would  not  be  a  legiti- 
mate mode  of  construing  the  4th  section,  to  substitute  the  equivalent 
for  the  actual  terms.  If  the  substituted  terms  are  equivalent,  then  it 
is  idle  to  substitute  them ;  but  if  they  are  not,  that  is  sufficient  to 
show  that  we  ought  to  adhere  to  the  actual  terms.  Although  the 
words  <'  no  action  shall  be  brought,"  may,  on  a  great  number  of  other 
occasions,  be  equivalent  to  saying  ^  the  contract  shall  be  void,"  yet, 
for  the  purpose  of  this  particular  occasion,  they  are  not  equivalent, 
for  there  is  nothing  in  the  section  to  prevent  proceedings  upon  this 
contract  bein^  taken  in  the  French  courts,  for  that  section  does  not 
affect  to  regulate  foreign  contracts.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  dealing 
with  the  very  words  used ;  and  all  we  now  say  is,  that  we  will  not 
enforce  this  contract  unless  it  or  some  note  or  memorandum  of  it  is 
in  writing ;  in  like  manner  as  we  should  not  enforce  it  unless  it  were 
sued  upon  within  six  years,  although  possibly  the  law  of  France 
might  allow  a  much  longer  period  within  which  an  action  might  be 
brought 

Talfourd,  J.  I  think  Mr.  Honyman's  argument,  drawn  from  Lay* 
thorpe  V.  Brycmty  and  those  cases  which  decide  that  the  writing  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  may  be  a  letter  from  the  party  to  be  charged  to 
a  third  person,  containing  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  conclusively 
shows  that  the  4th  section  does  not  render  the  contract  absolutely 
void,  but  only  applies  to  the  mode  of  procedure  upon  it 

BMe  absolute: 
Gray  v.  Coombes.^  ^ 

November  11»  1850. 

Name  —  Idem  Sonans — MtUe  Letter. 

The  omiBsion  of  a  letter  in  the  name  of  a  party  in  the  title  of  an  affidavit,  the  word  remain- 
ing idem  tonaru^  is  no  ground  for  discharging  a  mie  obtained  upon  sndi  affidavit 

The  venit€  in  this  case,  which  had  originally  been  laid  in  Middlesex, 
was  removed  to  Hampshire,  at  the  instancMf  the  defendant,  upon 
the  ordinary  affidavit  ~ 

Simon  now  moved  to  discharge  that  rule,  and  to  restore  the  venue 
to  Middlesex,  upon  the  ground  that  the  rule  to  change  it  was  obtained 
upon  an  affidavit  not  intituled  in  the  proper  cause,  the  title  of  the 

1  10  Common  Bench  Bep.  72. 
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affidavit  being  "  Orayy.  CoombsP  [Maule,  J.  Have  you  any  author- 
ity to  show  that  the  omission  of  an  e  mute  in  the  name  of  a  party, 
vitiates  an  affidavit?]  There  certainly  is  no  authority  to  that  precise 
point. 

Maule,  J.     Then  there  can  be  no  rule.  Rule  refused. 


Gapp  t;.  Robinson.^ 

Noyember  6, 1852. 

Practice  —  Process. 

An  original  writ  of  summons  expired  on  the  8th  of  October  before  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedare  Act  came  into  operation.  In  order  to  save  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  court 
directed  an  qUom  writ  to  issue  under  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act. 

Lush  applied  to  the  court  for  directions  to  the  Master.  The  writ 
in  this  case  was  issued  on  the  8th  of  June  and  expired  on  the  8th  of 
October.  Under  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act,  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  s. 
10,  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  till  the  8th  of  November,  to  issue  an 
alias.  The  15  &  16  Vict  c.  76,  .came  into  operation  on  the  24th  of 
October.  Section  10,  repeals  the  2  WilL  4,  c  39,  so  far  as  relates  to 
the  duration  of  writs,  <'  except  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for  support- 
ing any  writs  that  have  been  issued  before  the  commencement  of  this 
act,  and  any  proceedings  taken  or  to  be  taken  thereon."  Section  12, 
enacts  that  ^  where  any  writ  of  summons  in  any  such  action  shall 
have  been  issued  before,  and  shall  be  in  force  at  the  commencement 
of  this  act,  such  writ  may,  at  any  time  before  the  expiration  thereof, 
be  renewed  under  the  provisions  of,  and  in  the  manner  directed  by 
this  act,  and  where  any  writ  issued  in  continuation  of  a  preceding 
writ  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts,  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  shaU 
be  in  force  and  unexpired,  or  where  one  month  next  after  the  expira- 
tion thereof  shall  not  have  elapsed  at  the  commencement  of  this  act, 
such  continuing  writ  may,  without  being  returned  non  est  inventus^  or 
entered  of  record,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  2  Will. 
4,  c.  39,  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  court  within  one  month  next  after 
the  expiration  of  such  writ,  or  within  twenty  days  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  act ; "  and  the  original  writ  may  thereupon  be 
renewed.  The  writ  in  the  present  case  was  not  in  force  on  the  24th 
of  October,  and  therefore  does  not  come  within  the  first  branch  of 
section  12.  Nor  was  it  issued  "  in  continuation  of  a  preceding  writ," 
and  therefore  the  secx>nd  branch  of  the  section  does  not  apply. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  And,  therefore,  on  first  impression,  I  should  say  it 
is  within  section  10.  The  subject  is  now  under  discussion  among 
the  judges.  I  understand  that  the  Masters  of  this  court,  and  those 
of  the  Exchequer,  are  acting  on  the  idea  that  section  10  applies  to 
cases  like  this,  and  therefore  an  alias  will  issue.] 

Per  Curiam.  Direction  accordingly. 


i  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (v.  s.)  C.  P.  6 ;  16  Jur.  977. 
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Barringer  V.  Handlet.^ 

November  16,  1852. 

Practice  —  Order  in  Lien  of  Distringas  —  Common  Law  Procedure 

Act,  15  if  16  TicU  c.  76,  s.  17. 

Orders  under  the  17th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Frocedore  Act  will  in  general  be  grant- 
ed absolute  in  the  first  instance,  and  need  not  be  scnred. 

Prentice  moved  for  an  order,  under  the  17th  section  of  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,^  that  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  proceed 
as  if  personal  service  of  the  writ  of  summons  had  been  effected. 

The  affidavits  stated  that,  on  the  11th  of  October,  the  defendant 
gave  his  address  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  as  at  97  High  Street, 
Whitechapel,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  but  that  when  application 
was  made  there  for  the  purpose  of  serving  the  writ,  it  was  found  that 
the  defendant  had  only  an  address  .at  the  house  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  letters,  and  that  he  carried  on  business  in  Tooley  Street, 
Southwark.  Attempts  were  made  on  several  occasions  to  serve  the 
defendant  at  his  place  of  business  in  Tooley  Street,  but  without  suc- 
cess, and  finally  a  copy  of  the  writ  was  inclosed  in  a  letter  addressed 
to  the  defendant,  and  left  for  him,  on  the  4th  of  November,  at  97 
High  street,  Whitechapel.  It  was  afterwards  ascertained  that  the 
man  with  whom  it  was  left  had  given  it  to  the  defendant ;  and  sub- 
sequently the  clerk  of  the  defendant's  attorney  called  on  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  with  a  copy  of  the  writ  in  his  hand,  and  offered  terms  of 
settlement,  and  the  defendant's  attorney  also  wrote  to  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  for  the  same  purpose.  It  also  appeared  from  the  affidavits, 
that  no  appearance  had  been  entered  for  the  defendant  on  the  day 
previous  to  this  motion. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  Do  you  move  for  an  order  absolute  in  the  first  in- 
stance ?] 

Yes.  It  is  submitted  that  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to 
effect  personal  service,  and  it  appears  that  the  writ  has  coAie  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  has  not  appeared.  If  the 
court  is  satisfied  of  that,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  this  order. 


1  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (it.  s.)  C.  P.  6 ;  16  Jur.  1023. 

2  The  17th  section  of  the  15  &  16  Vict  c  76,  is  as  follows :  —  "  The  service  of  the 
writ  of  summons,  wherever  it  may  be  practicable,  shall,  as  heretofore,  be  personal ;  but 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  plaintiff  to  apply,  from  time  to  time,  on  affidavit,  to  the  court 
out  of  which  the  writ  of  summons  issued,  or  to  a  judge ;  and  in  case  it  shall  appear  to 
such  court'  or  judge  that  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  effect  personal  service, 
and  either  that  the  writ  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  or  that  he  wil- 
fullv  evades  service  of  the  same,  and  has  not  appeared  thereto,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
such  court  or  judge  to  order  that  the  plaintiff  oe  at  liberty  to  proceed  as  if  personal 
service  had  been  effected,  subject  to  such  conditions  as  to  the  court  or  judge  may  seem 
fit." 


COURT   OF  COMMON  PLEAS,  1852.  256 

Doe  d.  Wilton  v.  Beck. 

Jervis,  C.  J.     It  is  desirable  that  the  practice  should  be  uniform, 
and  I  will  consult  the  Court  of  Exchequer  on  the  subject. 

I  His  lordship  left  the  court,  and  on  his  return,  said,] 
have  seen  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  and  Mr.  Baron  Parke,  and  we 
think  that  the  order  ought  to  be  absolute  in  the  first  instance  in  this 
case,  though  cases  may  arise  in  which  we  may  feel  ourselves  justified 
in  calling  upon  the  other  side  to  show  cause.  This  proceeding  is  in  lieu 
of  a  distringas^  which  would  have  given  the  defendant  notice,  and  he 
might  have  come  to  the  court  to  have  it  set  aside.  This  order  need 
not  be  served,  as  I  think  due  diligence  has  been  used.  The  great 
object  of  the  alteration  of  the  law  in  this  matter  was,  to  save  unne- 
cessary expense ;  and  if  the  defendant  has  knowledge  of  the  writ  and 
evades  service  of  it,  he  has  had  every  notice  that  can  equitably  be 
required. 

Per  curiam,^ 

Order  absolute. 


Doe  d.  Wilton  &  Mary  his  Wife  v.  Beck  &  others.^ 

Not.  6,  1852. 

Amendment  —  Ejectment — 3  ^  4  Will,  4,  c.  42,  s.  23  —  Variance. 

The  declaration  in  ejectment  stated  a  joint  demise  bj  H.  and  M.,  his  vife.    Proof  that  H. 
was  deyisee  in  trust  for  the  sole  use  of  M. :  — 

Held,  that  the  judge  had  no  power  under  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  to  amend  the  record 

by  striking  out  uie  name  of  M.  in  the  demise. 

•  

Semble,  (per  Maule,  J.)    That  the  yariance  was  in  a  particular  material  to  the  merits. 

Ejectment  tried  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  last  summer  assizes  at 
Worcester.  The  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  joint  demise  by  H.  W. 
and  Mary  his  wife.  At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  H.  W.  was  devisee 
in  trust  for  the  sole  use  of  Mary.  The  defendant  objected  that  this 
was  a  fatal  variance,  as  the  demise  assumed  that  Mary  had  the 
legal  estate.  The  plaintiff  then  applied  to  the  judge  to  amend  the 
record  by  striking  out  the  name  of  Mary  from  the  demise.  The 
learned  judge,  being  of  opinion  that  he  had  no  power  to  do  so  under 
the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  and  also  that  if  he  had,  the  variance 
was  in  a  particular  material  to  the  merits,  refused  to  amend.  The 
plaintiff  was  thereupon  nonsuited,  and  leave  was  reserved  to  him  to 
move  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  the  verdict  for  him,  if  this  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  amendment  ought  to  have  been  made. 

Alexander  ( Grap  with  him)  now  moved  accordingly.     The  23d 


1  Jebvis,  C.  J.,  Mauls,  J.,  Williams,  J.,  and  Talfoubd,  J. 
9  22  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  6 ;  16  Jar.  1142. 
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section  enacts  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge  to  amend  the 
record  when  any  variance  shall  appear  between  the  proof  and  the 
recital,  or  setting  forth,  on  the  recoid  "  of  any  contract,  custom,  pre- 
scription, name,  or  other  matter,  in  any  particular  or  particulars  in 
the  judgment  of  such  judge  not  material  to  the  merits  of  the  case, 
and  by  which  the  opposite  party  cannot  have  been  prejudiced  in  the 
conduct  of  his  defence."  This  case  comes  within  the  words  the  "  set- 
ting forth  of  a  name." 

[Maule,  J.  I  think  it  is  not  within  the  statute.  The  name, 
Mary,  is  truly  set  forth,  only  it  turns  out  that  she  has  not  the  legal 
estate,  as  asserted  in  the  demise.  It  would  be,  in  fact,  amending 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  for  from  the  record  it  would  appear  that  the 
husband  only  claimed  in  right  of  his  wife.] 

If  the  judge  had  no  power  to  amend  he  had  no  discretion  to  exer- 
cise ;  but  if  he  had  the  power,  then  the  variance  was  not  material  to 
the  merits.  In  Doe  d.  Marriott  v.  Edwards,  1  Moo.  &  B.  821,  the 
allegation  in  the  demise  was  that  the  premises  were  situate  in  the 
parish  of  A.  and  B. ;  the  proof  was  that  part  were  situate  in  A.  and 
the  residue  in  B.  The  judge  allowed  the  description  to  be  amended. 
That  case  is  in  the  plaintiff 's  favor  so  far  as  it  goes. 

[Maule,  J.  The  plaintiff  has  only  an  equitable  estate  ;  the  record 
says  she  has  the  legal  estate  ;  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  is  a  vari- 
ance in  a  particular  material  to  the  merits  :  Th^e  defendant  came  to 
contest  that  the  wife  had  the  legal  estate.] 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  a  case  to  which  the  sta- 
tute applies. 


Per  Curiam? 


Rule  refused. 


Feddon,  appellant;  Sawyers,  respondent^ 

NoTember  25,  1852. 

Parliament —  List  of  Voters  —  Objector's  description  —  List  of  Free- 
men — 6  4-  7  Vict.  c.  18,  ss.  17  and  101,  Construction  of 

The  respondent,  claiming  a  vote  for  the  city  of  C,  received  a  notice  of  objection  from  the 
appellant,  who  describe  himself  therein  as  "  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  citj^  of  C"  It 
appeared  that  besides  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  entitled  to  vote  for  members  of  parlia- 
ment, there  was  a  list  called  the  Freemen's  Boll,  kept  for  municipal  purposes :  — 

Hdd^  that  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in  deciding  that  the  notice  was  sufficient,  under  the 
17th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18.  as  affirming  that  the  ol^ector  was  on  the  list  of  free- 
men entitled  to  vote.    DissentienUj  Maulb,  J. 

A  CASE  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  of  which  the  fol- 
lowing are  the  material  facts. 

1  Jervis,  C.  J.,  Maule,  J.,  and  Taxfoubd,  J. 

9  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.  s.)  C.  F.  15;  17  Jur.  141.    Appeal  from  Revising  Barrister's 
Court 
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Case.  At  a  court  held,  before  the  revising  barrister,  duly  ap- 
pointed to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Carlisle,  for  the 
revision  of  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  mem- 
bers for  the  said  city,  John  Sawyers,  whose  name  was  on  the  regis- 
ter of  voters  for  the  said  city,  for  the  time  being,  objected  to  the  name 
of  T.  Feddon  being  retained  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote. 
The  name  of  T.  Feddon  was  on  the  list,  published  by  the  town 
clerk,  of  persons  entitled  to  vote.  Notices  of  objection  had  been 
duly  served  on  the  town  clerk  and  on  T.  Feddon.  But  the  notice 
of  objection  which  had  been  so  served  on  T.  Feddon,  was  in  the 
words  and  form  following:  — 

"  Form  of  notice  of  objection  to  be  given  to  parties  objected  to. 

"  To  Mr.  Thomas  Feddon,  of  Cushwaite. 
"  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  1*  object  to  your  name  being  re- 
tained on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  mem- 
bers of  the  city  of  Carlisle. 

«  Dated  the  23d  of  August,  1852. 

"  (Signed)    John  Sawyers, 
^<  ^otchergate,  Carlisle. 
"  On  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  Carlisle." 

It  was  proved  that  there  are  several  townships  in  the  city  of  Car- 
lisle, with  separate  overseers,  and  that  the  overseers  of  the  different 
townships  make  out  and  publish  different  lists  of  persons  entitled  to 
vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  city  iu  respect  of  the  occupa- 
tion of  property  within  the  city.  That  the  town  clerk  makes  out 
and  publishes  in  each  year  a  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
election  of  members  for  the  city.  The  heading  of  the  said  list  of 
freemen  is  in  manner  and  form  following:  —  *'  The  list  of  freemen 
of  the  city  of  Carlisle,  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for 
the  said  city."  It  is  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk  to  keep  printed  copies 
of  the  said  list  for  sale,  and  he  is  in  the  habit  of  selling  such  copies. 
There  is  kept  in  the  town  clerk's  office  another  list  of  the  freemen 
of  Carlisle,  which  is  the  list  or  roll  of  aU  the  freemen  of  the  city 
made  and  kept  in  pursuance  of  the  Municipal  Corporations  Act 
The  proper  and  ordinary  name  of  such  list  is  "  The  Freemen's  RolL" 
Such  list  is  not  published,  though'  it  may  be  inspected  at  the  town 
clerk's  office ;  and  it  is  in  no  way  connected  with  the  Usts  made  of 
persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  city. 
There  is  but  one  list  of  the  freemen  of  the  city  relating  to  the  elec- 
tion of  members  for  the  city,  which  is  the  list  made  and  published 
annually  by  the  town  clerk  as  above  mentioned.  The  name  of  John 
Sawyers  was  in  fact  upon  that  list  of  freemen.  It  was  contended,  on 
behalf  of  the  said  T.  Feddon,  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  insuffi- 
cient, because  the  objector  had  not  therein  described  himself  as  being 
a  voter  for  the  city,  and  had  not  shown  upon  the  face  of  the  notice 
that  he  was  a  person  entitled  to  object  to  the  name  of  the  said  T. 
Feddon  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters,  and  had  not  shown  that 
he  was  a  person  to  whose  objection  the  said  T.  Feddon  was  bound 
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by  law  to  pay  attention.  It  was  further  contended  that  the  notice 
was  insufficient,  because  the  objector  had  not  described  himself  as 
being  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  for  the  city,  but  only  as 
being  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city ;  and  that  the  notice  was  not 
according  to  the  form  in  the  schedule,  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  18,  and  that  the 
said  notice  tended  to  mislead  the  said  T.  Feddon ;  and  that  the  said 
J.  Sawyers  had  not  duly  exercised  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by 
the  statute  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18.  It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
said  J.  Sawyers,  that  he  had  duly  exercised  the  power  conferred  upon 
him  by  law,  that  the  notice  was  sufficientiy  accurate,  that  the  voter 
could  not  be  misled,  and  that  there  was  only  one  list  of  freemen, 
namely,  the  list  of  freemen  entitied  to  vote  in  the  election  of  mem- 
bers for  the  city,  to  which  any  reasonable  person  would  refer  on 
receiving  such  a  notice.  The  revising  barrister  held  that  the  notice 
was  sumcientiy  accurate,  and  that  the  said  J.  Sawyers  had  duly 
exercised  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  law,  ana  that  the  said 
T.  Feddon,  being  unable  to  sustain  his  right  to  be  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  city  of  Carlisle,  the  barrister  struck  his  name  out  of  the 
list 

S.  Temple  (Nov.  17),  for  the  appellant  The  revising  barrister  was 
wrong  in  holding  the  notice  of  objection  sufficient.  The  question 
arises  upon  the  17th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  which  provides 
that  any  person  whose  name  shall  have  been  inserted  in  any  list  of 
voters  for  any  city  or  borough  may  object  to  any  other  person  as  not 
being  entitled  to  vote,  and  shall  give  a  notice  according  to  the  form 
numbered  10  in  the  schedule  B,  of  this  act,  "  or  to  the  like  effect,"  to 
the  overseers  of  the  parish  (or  in  boroughs  to  the  town  clerk),  and  a 
notice  to  the  person  objected  to  according  to  the  form  numbered  11 
in  schedule  B,  and  that  the  notice  of  objection  shall  be  signed  by  the 
party  objecting.  In  both  the  forms  given  in  schedule  B,.  of  the  act, 
the  notice  is  simed  in  these  words  —  "  (Signed)  A,  B.,  of  [place  of 
abode],  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  ."  The  objection 
raised  to  the  notice  in  this  case  is,  that  the  party  objected  to  has  a 
right  to  know  that  the  objector  is  a  person  who,  being  himself  a  voter, 
is  entitled  to  object  The  objector,  therefore,  ought  to  have  described 
himself  as  being  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election 
of  a  member  of  parliament,  and  hot  merely  on  the  list  of  freemen 
for  the  borough.  It  appears  that  there  is,  in  the  borough  of  Carlisle, 
a  list  of  freemen  for  municipal  purposes  only ;  and  it  is  not,  there- 
fore, sufficiently  shown,  on  the  face  of  the  notice,  that  the  objector 
was  entitied  to  make  this  objection. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  When  I  first  read  this  notice  I  thought  that  the 
words  "  List  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  Carlisle  "  meant  the  list  of 
freemen  entitied  to  vote  for  the  city.  Now,  it  is  provided  by  the  101st 
section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  "  that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate 
description  of  any  person,  place,  or  thing  named  or  described  in  any 
schedule  to  this  act  annexed,  or  in  any  list  or  register  of  voters,  or  in 
any  notice  required  by  this  act,  shall  in  anywise  prevent  or  abridge 
the  operation  of  this  act  with  respect  to  such  person,  place  or  thing. 
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provided  such  person,  place,  or  thing,  shall  be  so  denominated  in  such 
schedule,  list,  register,  or  notice  as  to  be  commonly  understood."  It 
appears  to  me  that  the  notice  in  this  case  would  be  commonly  under- 
stood as  alleging  that  the  objector  was  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled 
to  vote.] 

The  object  of  the  act,  as  appears  from  the  decided  cases,  was  to 
give  voters  as  little  trouble  as  possible,  and  therefore  the  objector 
should,  on  the  face  of  his  notice,  show  that  he  is  a  person  entitled  to 
object.  In  this  case,  the  objector  might  be  on  the  list  of  freemen  for 
municipal  purposes,  but  not  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  for 
members  of  parliament  In  the  case  of  Eidsforth^  appellant^  and  Far- 
rar^  respondent^  4  Com.  B.  Rep.  9 ;  s.  c.  nom,  Farrar  v.  Edsworthj  16 
Law  J.  R.  (n.  s.)  C.  p.  132,  a  notice  which  described  the  objector  as 
being  on  the  list  of  voters,  where  there  were  householders'  lists  and  a 
freemen's  list,  was  held  to  be  bad,  and  not  cured  by  the  101st  section 
of  the  statute.  Supposing  a  party  receiving  a  notice,  such  as  was 
given  in  this  case,  looks  to  the  list  of  freemen  voters,  finds  the  same 
name  as  the  objector's  there,  though  it  is  that  of  another  person,  and 
consequently  takes  the  trouble  to  go  to  the  revising  bemrister's  court 
to  support  his  vote,  he  may  find  there  that  the  real  objector  is  not  on 
the  voter's  list,  and  that  he  therefore  withdraws  his  objection.  Or  if 
the  party  objected  to  has  such  a  notice  as  this  from  J.  S.,  but  has  reason 
to  think  the  J.  S.  giving  the  notice  is  not  the  same  J.  S.  as  he  finds 
on  the  voters'  list,  and  he  consequently  refrains  from  going  before  the 
revising  barrister,  then  on  proof  of  the  notice  of  objection,  the  re- 
vising barrister  would  decide  against  the  vote.  These  illustrations 
show  the  necessity  for  stating  on  the  face  of  the  notice,  that  the  ob- 
jector is  on  a  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  and  on  what  list  he  is. 
The  form  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  act  shows  that  the  description 
is  material,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  allegation  here  given  which, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  17th  section,  is  <^  to  the  like  effect "  as  the 
statement  that  the  objector  was  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote. 

Melior^  for  the  respondent  The  notice  of  objection  is  quite  suffi- 
cient of  itself;  but  if  it  is  not  exactly  correct,  its  only  fault  is  an 
'^  inaccurate  description,"  which  is  cured  by  the  101st  section  of  the 
act  There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  notices  of  objection  have 
been  held  bad  for  not  referring  to  the  particular  list  on  which  the  ob- 
jector's name  appears ;  but  in  those  cases  there  were  several  lists,  and 
the  party  objected  to  did  not  know  to  which  he  was  to  refer.  Those 
very  cases  will  show,  on  examination,  that  a  description,  such  as  is 
given  here,  is  sufficient  In  those  cases,  too,  the  101st  section  did  not 
apply,  because  in  them  no  description  at  all  was  given.  It  is  conced- 
ed that  there  are  two  lists  of  freemen  in  the  borough  of  Carlisle,  as 
in  other  boroughs.  One  of  those  list3  contains  the  names  of  those 
who  have  municipal  privileges,  and  is  known  by  the  name  of  the 
"  freemen's  roll." 

[Maule,  J.  That  roll  is  a  list,  and  you  contend  that  a  man  who 
says  he  is  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  borough  of  Carlisle,  means 
that  he  is  entitled  to  vote  for  the  borough  of  Carlisle.] 
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In  Wansei/,  appellant^  and  Perkins^  responderUj-7  Man.  &  G.  129 ; 
s.  c.  14  Law  J,  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  60,  it  was  held  that  the  notice  of 
objection  given  to  the  party  objected  to,  need  not  point  out  the  list  in 
which  the  objector's  name  is  inserted. 

&  TemplCj  in  reply.  This  is  not  an  "  inaccurate  description  "  to 
which  the  101st  section  can  apply. 

[Jeryis,  C.  J.  Does  not  the  101st  section  mean  thal;^  the  court  shall 
not  quibble  about  the  words  employed  on  *8uch  documents,  but  take 
a  common  sense  view  of  them  ?] 

The  object  of  the  provision  in  the  17th  section  was  to  enable  the 
party  objected  to  to  see  whether  the  objector  was  entitled  to  object, 
and  it  was  intended  that  the  party  objecting  should  pledge  himself  in 
writing  that  he  was  entitled  to  vote,  and  therefore  entitled  to  make 
the  objection. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judges,  differing  in  opinion,  now  delivered  their  judgments 
seriatim. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  In  this  case  a  difference  of  opinion  having  existed 
on  the  bench,  we  have  considered  the  matter  again,  and  I  am  sorry 
to  say  we  are  not  yet  unanimous.  I  proceed  to  state  the  reasons  why 
I  think  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in  his  decision.  The  question 
which  arises  in  this  case  is  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  objec- 
tion to  the  vote  of  T.  Feddon,  signed  by  John  Sawyers,  who  described 
himself  as  being  "  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  Carlisle.''  It 
is  said  that  the  objector  should  have  described  himself  as  on  the  list 
of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  for  the  city,  or  should  have,  in  substance, 
shown  himself  to  be  a  voter  for  the  city.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
contended  that  the  objector  described  himself  sufficiently  in  his  notice. 
It  has  been  suggested,  and  not  disputed,  that  the  meaning  of  the  17th 
section  of  the  act  is,  that  no  person  has  a  right  to  object  but  a  per- 
son whose  name  is  on  a  list  of  voters,  and  that  parties  objecting  must 
bring  themselves  within  that  description.  The  statute  provides  that 
the  notice  of  objection  shall  be  given  in  a  form  appended  in  a  sche- 
dule to  the  statute,  or  "  to  the  like  effect."  The  form  contained  in  the 
schedule  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  where  the  bbjector  has  a  right 
to  vote  as  a  freeman,  but  to  one  whose  qualification  is  that  of  a 
householder.  The  question  turns,  therefore,  on  the  construction  of 
the  17th  section  of  the  act.  The  101st  section  gives  a  key  to  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  other.  The  meaning  of  that  section  is,  that  no 
notice  of  objection  is  to  be  held  bad  if  the  matter  is  so  stated  in  it 
as  to  be  commonly  understood.  I  think  the  fair  construction  of  the 
act  is,  that  we  are  not  to  put  a  mere  technical  and  critical  construc- 
tion upon  the  instrument,  but  to  look  at  it  in  a  common  sense  view, 
reference  being  had  to  the  subject-matter,  in  the  way  in  which  a  man 
of  ordinary  intelligence  would  understand  it ;  and,  looking  at  it  in 
this  way,  I  think  that  the  notice  of  objection  is  good.  There  are 
two  classes  of  lists  in  the  city  of  Carlisle,  to  which  we  have  to  refer 
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for  the  purposes  of  this  inquiry.  The  one  includes  the  list  of  free- 
men entitled  to  vote.  The  other  class  contains  the  list  of  householders 
made  out  by  the  overseers  of  the  different  parishes,  in  which  case  it 
is  necessary  to  state  in  which  parish  the  respective  voters  are  house- 
holders. That  list  does  not  apply  to  freemen.  There  is  only  one 
list  of  freemen  published  by  the  town  clerk,  and  the  persons  named 
in  that  list  are  entitled  to  vote  at  elections  of  members  of  parlia- 
ment There  is  only  one  parliamentary  form  of  notice  of  objection 
given,  and*  that  does  not  apply  to  freemen.  I  think  that  if  the  notice 
in  this  case  be  read  as  it'  would  be  by  a  person  of  ordinary  intelli- 
gence, seeing  that  the  objector  is  stated  to  be  on  the  list  of  freemen 
for  the  city  of  Carlisle,  it  cannot  be  otherwise  understood  than  that 
the  objector  was  a  freeman  on  the  list  of  voters.  It  seems  to  me, 
from  the  101st  section,  that  we  should  take  a  liberal  view  in  con- 
struing the  statute ;  and  looking  at  it  in  that  way,  I  think  it  is  so 
expressed  that  it  must  be  "  commonly  understood "  as  being  made 
by  an  objector  who  is  a  voter.  I  quite  agree  that  if  we  were  bound 
to  draw  inferences  against  the  objector,  the  statement  in  the  notice 
is  quite  consistent  with  the  objector's  being  on  the  roll  of  freemen 
without  being  entitled  to  vote ;  but  we  are  not  bound  to  draw  such 
inferences,  and  when  we  consider  that  this  is  a  notice  of  objection  to 
the  parliamentary  franchise,  we  cannot  but  infer  that  the  objector  was 
himself  a  voter  entitled  to  object.  It  was  urged  that,  by  holding  as 
I  do,  a  party  is  called  upon  to  do  something  he  ought  not  to  be 
obliged  to  do,  in  making  inquiry.   In  fact,  that  argument  was  strongly 

Stressed  in  Wansey  v.  Perkins^  but  the  objection  was  held  not  to  be  a 
atal  one.  There,  too,  it  was  not  pointed  out  where  inquiry  should 
be  made.  In  a  case  like  this,  if  there  was  any  ambiguity,  the  party 
objecting  to  the  notice  might  be  fairly  required  to  ascertain  whether 
the  name  of  the  party  giving  it  was  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to 
vote.  For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  notice  was  suffi- 
cient, that  the  revising  barrister  was  right,  and  that  the  appeal  should 
be  disallowed. 

Maule,  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  notice  *  of  objection  in  this 
case  was  not  sufficient  The  17th  section  of  the  act  confines  the 
power  of  objecting  to  persons  who  are  voters.  Such  persons,  and 
such  persons  alone,  have  the  right  of  objecting  conferred  upon  them. 
This  right  is  annexed,  by  force  of  the  statute,  not  to  persons  to  whom 
it  was  naturally  incident,  but  to  persons  to  whom  the  statute  thinks 
fit  to  give  it  Such  persons  are  required  by  sect  17,  to  give  a  notice 
of  objection  in  the  form  or  to  the  intent  pointed  out  by  the  schedule. 

The  latter  words  of  that  form  are  "(Signed)  A. B.  of ^  in  the 

list   of  voters  for  the  parish   of ."     The   17th   section   directs 

the  notice  to  be  in  the  form  prescribed  in  the  schedule,  or  "to  the  like 
effect."  The  form  is  given  as  an  example,  and  shows  that  the  object 
is  to  point  out  that  the  objector  is  on  a  list  of  voters,  and*  on  what 
list  he  is.  There  is  no  controversy  that  the  correct  form  pointed  out 
by  the  words  of  the  statute  as  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  person  not 
being  on  the  list  of  the  parish  overseers  as  a  householder,  but  who  is 
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on  the  list  of  freemen,  ought  to  show  that  he  is  on  that  list  It  is 
agreed  that  this  is  the  effect  which  the  notice  ought  to  have  in  that 
case.  The  judges  agree  that  the  effect  of  the  notice,  to  make  it  a 
good  one,  ought  to  be  that  it  gives  notice  that  the  person  making  the 
objection  is  upon  the  list  of  freemen  entitled,  as  such,  to  vote.  What 
he  does  say  is,  that  he  is  on  the  list  of  freemen ;  but  he  does  not  say 
in  terms  that  he  is  entitled  to  vote ;  and  it  is  conceded  that  he  must 
say  that  in  effect  Now  the  words  of  themselves,  standing  alone,  do 
not  comprehend  any  assertion  of  a  right  to  vote,  or  of  the  objector's 
being  on  a  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote.  A  person  speaking  of  a 
freeman  of  a  borough  is  not  to  be  understood  as  speaking  of  a  free- 
man entitled  to  vote.  But  it  is  said,  that  taking  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances into  consideration,  and  the  rule  which  is  said  to  be 
applicable  according  to  the  lOlst  section,  the  language  here  used  "  on 
the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  Carlisle,"  does  contain  impliedly 
an  assertion  that  the  person  is  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote 
for  members  of  parliament  for  the  city  of  Carlisle.  That  there  may 
be  a  list  of  freemen  not  entitled  to  vote  is  not  denied ;  but  it  is  said 
that  though  the  objector  here  was  said  to  be  on  the  list  of  freemen, 
it  would  be  understood  that  he  referred  to  the  list  of  freemen  entitled 
to  vote.  These  being  the  only  grounds  for  suggesting  that  a  con- 
struction should  be  put  on  the  words  which  does  not  belong  to  them 
by  themselves,  the  question  is,  whether  the  reason  be  sufficient  for 
putting  such  a  construction  upon  them.  The  revising  barrister  seems 
to  have  relied  a  good  deal  on  that,  on  which  not  so  much  reliance 
has  been  placed  in  the  argument  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice,  namely,  that  there  are  certain  lists  of  .persons  made 
out  and  entitled  in  a  certain  way,  and  that  there  exists  a  list  of  free- 
men called  "  The  Freemen's  Roll."  These  circumstences,  I  do  not 
think  can  \>e  legitimately  teken  into  consideration;  and  if  they  be 
taken  into  consideration,  I  do  not  think  they  ought  to  lead  to  the 
conclusion  drawn  from  them  by  the  revising  barrister.  The  words  them- 
selves are  perfectly  intelligible;  they  mean  that  the  objector  is  a  free- 
man on  a  list  of  freemen,  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  meaning  of  such 
unequivocal  words  can  be  restricted.  It  cannot  be  restricted  by  the 
extrinsic  fact  that  there  is  a  list  which  contains  the  names  of  part  of 
the  freemen  only.  The  rule  of  construction  contended  for,  if  carried 
out  to  the  length  short  of  which  we  could  not  stop,  would  have  the 
effect  of  restricting  words,  however  unequivocal,  to  a  particular  sense. 
It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  occasion  on  which  these  words 
were  used  cannot  be  called  in  aid  to  restrict  the  plain  meaning  be- 
longing to  the  words  when  read  by  a  person  well  conversant  with  the 
English  language,  and  who  has  no  desire  to  give  one  construction  to 
them  rather  than  another.  If  they  be  so  read,  no  one  can  doubt  that 
the  person  giving  the  notice  afiirms  himself  to  be  upon  a  list  which 
may  be,  or  may  not  be,  a  list  of  voters.  But  it  is  said  that  the  other 
construction  is  aided  by  the  101st  section  of  the  act,  and  that  we  are 
to  look  at  the  matter  in  a  common  sense  way,  and  not  technically 
or  critically.  There  is  nothing  technical,  belonging  to  any  art  or 
science,  suggested  as  the  rule  which  is  to  be  applied.     The  words  are 
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to  be  properly  looked  at,  not  as  words  belonging  to  the  art  of  law  or 
any  other  art,  but  according  to  the  sense  which  the  English  language 
gives  them.  I  think  they  must  be  dealt  with  critically.  To  deal 
with  words  critically  is  to  apply  judgment  to  ascertain  the  meaning 
of  them.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  himself  has,  in  truth,  used  great 
critical  power  in  his  judgment  There  are  certain  words  used  here ; 
and  the  question  is,  what  sense  is  to  be  put  on  those  words.  It  is 
said  that  there  is  a  section  of  an  act  of  parliament  (the  101st  section 
of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18)  which  enables  us  to  impose  upon  the  words 
a  sense  different  from  that  which,  without  that  section,  we  should  give 
to  them.  Now,  I  think,  that  the  meaning  of  the  rule  to  which  that 
section  refers  is,  that  where  a  document  contains  a  substantial  alle- 
gation of  the  matters  which  it  is  required  to  contain,  if  the  language 
in  which  it  is  expressed  be  not  perfectly  accurate,  that  inaccuracy 
may  be  got  over.  Now,  does  that  rule  apply  to  the  present  case  ? 
Certainly  it  does  not  There  is  no  inaccuracy,  no  obscurity,  no  diffi- 
culty in  the  language  used.  The  person  using  it  affirms  of  himself 
that  he  is  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  Carlisle.  There  is 
nothing  inaccurate  in  that  There  is  such  a  list,  and  the  objector 
affirms  that  he  is  on  that  list  He  may  wish  to  affirm  that,  and  not 
that  he  is  on  the  list  of  voters ;  and  he  may  wish  to  try  whether  that 
is  a  sufficient  allegation.  If  it  had  been  necessary  that  the  party 
objecting  should  show  that  he  was  on  thiB  general  list  of  freemen, 
and  it  were  not  sufficient  to  state  that  he  was  on  the  list  of  freemen 
entitled  to  vote,  it  would  have  been  hopeless  to  urge  in  argument, 
that,  by  any  rules  of  construction,  or  any  consideration  of  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  the  statement  made  in  the  present  case  was 
bad  as  respected  the  genera]  list,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  asser- 
tion that  the  party  was  on  the  particular  list  of  parliamentary  voters. 
K  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  respondent  be  adopted,  it  is 
difficult  to  say  where  we  are  to  stop.  People,  it  seems,  are  to  be 
taken  to  know,  that  to  be  on  the  list  of  freemen,  means  to  be  on  the 
list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote ;  and,  therefore,  we  are  to  restrict  the 
meaning  of  the  words  used,  and  impose  upo/i  them  a  meaning  which 
of  themselves  they  have  not  I  think  that  the  words  should  be  looked 
at  in  the  spirit  of  .the  act  It  is  evident  that  the  act  intended  that  the 
power  to  object  should  be  given  to  a  certain  class  of  persons  only. 
Now,  if  words  be  used  on  an  occasion  when  they  cannot  have  any 
meaning  at  all,  unless  restricted  i^,  their  signincation,  then  they 
must  be  so  restricted ;  but  that  is  not  the  case  here.  Suppose  the 
objector  had  said  he  was  an  inhabitant  of  the  borough,  that  would 
not  have  done.  The  words  here  are  intelligible,  and  have  a  good 
plain  meaning;  and  there  would  be  no  inconvenience  or  inconsistency 
in  giving  them  their  right  meaning.  But  it  is  said  that  we  are  to 
prefer  a  meaning  which  is  not  natural  to  the  words.  That  is  going  a 
great  deal  further  than  any  rule  of  construction  requires.  No  incon- 
sistency or  inconvenience  can  arise  from  giving  to  the  words  used  in 
this  case  their  plain  common  sense  meaning,  which  properly  belongs 
to  them.  They  affirm  that  the  objector  is  on  the  list  of  freemen  for 
the  city  of  Carlisle,  but  not  that  he  is  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled 
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to  vote ;  and  I  therefore  think  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  not 
sofficient,  and  that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Williams,  J.  I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  in  thinking  that 
the  revising  barrister  was  right  in  holding  the  notice  sufficient  Hav- 
ing  regard  not  only  to  the  terms  of  the  notice,  but  to  the  subject- 
matter,  and  the  occasion  on  which  it  was  given,  I  think  that  the 
allegation  means  that  the  objector  was  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled 
to  vote. 

Talfourd,  J.  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  my  brother 
Williams.  /  The  17th  section  requires  that  the  objector  should  state 
his  title  to  object  By  the  giving  of  the  notice  itself,  he  affirms,  in 
fact,  that  he  is  a  person  entitled  to  object  The  form  given  in  the 
schedule,  for  voters  on  the  parish  lists,  is  clearly  inapplicable  to  free- 
men. If  there  had  been  no  other  list  than  that  of  freemen  entitled  to 
vote,  I  think  we  all  agree  that  the  present  notice  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient The  other  list  is  called  "  The  Freemen's  Roll,"  and  this  is 
called  "  The  List  of  the  Freemen  for  the  City,"  pointing  rather  to  per- 
sons who  are  voters  than  to  those  who  were  merely  on  the  freemen's 
roll.  But  the  fact  of  the  objector's  giving  notice  of  the  objection, 
shows  that  he  claims  a  right  to  object  as  a  voter  on  the  list  of  free- 
men ;  and  I  therefore  think,  that  the  notice  is  good,  without  taking 
into  consideration  the  101st  section  of  the  act 

Decision  of  revising  barrister  affirmed^  wilkotU  costs. 


Hamilton,  appellant ;  Bass,  respondent^ 

^  NoTomber  12,  1852. 

Parliament —  County  Vote —  Forti/  Shilling  Freehold —  Landlord's 
Repairs  —  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7  — 10  Hen.  6,  c.  2  — 18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5. 

Tho  appellant  claimed,  with  twenty-nine  oiher  persons,  to  vote  in  respect  of  certain  freehold 
premises  which  were  let  at  a  gross  rent  Daring  the  six  preceding  years  the  landlords 
had  Yolontarily  paid  for  repairs :  — 

EM,  that  the  question  whether  the  annual  valae  of  the  freehold  was  reduced  by  sach  pay- 
ments below  60/^  depended  npon  the  rent  which  conld  be  obtained  if  the  tenant  had  to 
keep  the  premises  in  repair;  and  that  the  revising  barrister,  haying  found  that  the  rent 
which  could  be  obtuned  in  that  case  would  be  less  Sian  60^^  the  several  persons  in  whom 
the  freehold  was  Tested  were  not  entitled  to  vote. 

Case.     At  the  court,  held  before  the  revising  barrister  appointed  to 


^  22  Law  J.  Bep.  (x.  s.)  C.  P.  29 ;  17  Jur.  115.    Appeal  from  Beviaing  Barrister's 
Court. 
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revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  county,  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  township  of  Caldewgate,  William  Bass,  whose  name 
was  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  county  for  the  time  being,  duly 
objected  to  the  name  of  John  Hamilton  being  retained  on  the  list  for 
the  township  of  Caldewgate.  John  Hamilton  was  registered  to  vote 
in  respect  of  one  undivided  thirtieth  part  of  a  freehold  dwelling* 
house,  dwelling-rooms,  bakehouse,  school-room,  and  reading-room,  in 
Church-street  and  Bread-street  The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : 
In  1846,  a  conveyance  of  the  property  in  question  was  duly  executed  to 
the  use  of  the  voter  and  twenty-nine  others  in  fee.  The  purchase* 
money  was  advanced  in  equal  portions  by  each  of  the  thirty  persons 
in  whose  favor  the  conveyance  was  made.  Immediately  after  the  pur- 
chase the  property  was  let  on  behalf  of  the  purchasers,  at  a  gross 
rent  of  7oL  15^.,  with  an  agreement  that  the  landlords  should  pay  all 
rates  and  taxes.  The  tenants  were  rated  to  all  the  usual  tenants' 
rates,  which  were  in  this  case  the  poor  rate  and  other  parochial  rates, 
amounting  to  10/.  10^.  10(2.,  and  a  lighting  rate,  and  rate  called  the 
'<  Board  of  Health  Rate,"  amounting  together  to  21.  Os.  Id.  in  the 
year.  All  these  rates,  in  pursuance  of  the  terms  of  the  letting,  were 
paid  by  the  landlords ;  though,  but  for  the  agreement,  these  rates 
would  all  have  been  payable  by  the  tenants,  and  the  rental  of  the 
property  would  have  been  diminished  by  the  amount  of  the  rates. 
Besides  these  rates,  there  had  been  an  expenditure  on  behalf  of  the 
landlords  in  each  year,  in  order  to  keep  the  premises  in  sufficient  re- 
pair. This  expenditure  had  been  in  the  last  year  so  large  as  to  reduce 
the  resulting  share  of  each  landlord  to  less  than  40^. ;  but  in  other 
years  it  had  been  small  enough  to  leave  the  return  to  each  landlord 
higher  than  405.  The  average* expenditure  for  repairs,  upon  the  six 
years  firom  1846,  had  been  4^  in  the  year ;  such  a  sum  by  the  year 
upon  an  average  was  necessary  to  be  expended  in  repairs  by  the  land- 
lords,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  procure  the  rent  of  75Z.  lo^.  There 
was  a  further  annual  expense  to  the  landlords  for  collecting  rents,  and 
which  was  a  necessary  expense,  of  IL  6^.  A  manager  had  been  ap- 
pointed on  behalf  of  the  landlords,  who  had  in  each  year  collected 
the  rents,  paid  the  expenses,  kept  the  accounts,  divided  the  profits, 
and  transmitted  to  each  landlord  his  resulting  share.  Upon  this  state 
of  facts,  it  was  agreed  on  both  sides,  that  the  annual  rent  which  a 
solvent  tenant  would  give  for  the  property,  in  its  then  condition,  must 
in  this  case  be  taken  to  be  63^  Zs.  IdL^  and  that  the  sum  of  1/.  6^. 
was  a  charge  pi^able  by  the  landlords  in  respect  of  the  property 
which  ought  to  be  deducted ;  but  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the 
voter,  that  the  sum  of  42.,  being  the  average  expenditure  for  the  neces- 
sary repairs  as  aforesaid,  ought  not  to  be  treated  as  a  charge  payable 
by  the  owners  in  respect  of  the  property,  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be 
deducted ;  whilst  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  objector,  that 
the  average  expenditure  of  4/.  for  necessary  repairs,  was  a  charge  pay- 
able by  the  owners  in  respect  of  the  property  which  ought  to  be  de- 
ducted. The  revising  barrister  held,  that  the  true  measure  of  the 
annual  value  of  the  property  in  this  case  was  the  gross  rent,  less  the 
usual  tenants'  rates  mentioned,  and  that  the  annual  charge  for  coUect- 
voL.  XIV.  23 
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ing  was  a  charge  which  ought  to  be  deducted ;  and,  further,  that  the 
average  annual  expenses  for  necessary  repairs  was  also  a  charge  paya- 
ble by  the  owners  in  respect  of  the  property  which  ought  to  be  de- 
ducted, in  order  to  determine  the  annual  value  of  the  property  to  the 
owners.  If  the  sum  of  41.  was  deducted,  the  resulting  share  to  each 
owner  was  less  than  40^.  by  the  year ;  if  it  was  not,  the  share  to  each 
owner  was  more  than  405.  The  revising  barrister  held,  that  the  share 
of  each  owner  was  of  less  value  than  40^.,  and  struck  the  name  of 
the  voter  from  the  list  There  were  several  appeals  which  depended 
upon  this  decision,  and  were  consolidated  with  it. 

Mellor,  for  the  appellant.  The  question  is,  are  landlord's  repairs  a 
charge  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7, 10  Hen.  6, 
c.  2,  and  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5  ? 

[Maule,  J.  The  land  must  be  worth  enough  to  enable  the  landlord 
to  spend  40^.  a  year.  Now,  if  a  man  is  compelled  to  lay  out  5^.  a 
year  upon  the  land  to  make  it  worth  405.  a  year^  how  can  the  land  be 
said  to  be  worth  405.  a  year  ? 

Jervis,  C.  J.,  referred  to  Lee  v.  Hutchinsofiy  8  Com.  B.  Rep.  16 ;  s.  c. 
1  Eng.  Rep.  329.] 

A  man  has  a  house  bringing  in  a  rent  of  5^  a  year,  but  at  the  end 
of  ten  years  he  expends  62.  on  repairs.  How  is  the  annual  value  to 
be  ascertained  ?  Is  he  to  have  a  vote  one  year  and  not  another  ?  Is 
he  disfranchised  the  last  year  or  every  year  ?  In  Colvill  v.  Woody  2 
Com.  B.  Rep.  210 ;  s.  c.  15  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  160,  it  was  held, 
that  the  meaning  of  "  clear  yearly  value  "  in  section  27,  of  the  2  Will. 
4,  c.  45,  was  the  fair  annual  rent,  without  deducting  landlord's  insu- 
rance or  landlord's  repairs. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  question  there  was,  what  was  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  the  house  to  the  tenant,  not  to  the  landlord  ? 

Maule,  J.  In  that  case  the  repairs  increased  the  value  as  regarded 
the  tenant,  for  he  enjoyed  them  without  paying  for  them.  But  here 
the  repairs  lessen  the  value  as  regards  the  landlord ;  and  the  question 
is,  what  has  the  landlord  ?] 

He  also  cited  The  King"  v.  Framlinghanij  Burr.  S.  C.  748. 

Temple,  for  the  respondents.  The  question  does  not  depend  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "  charges,"  in  the  several  acts.  It  matters 
not  whether  the  landlord  can  expend  405.  any  one  year,  if  he  cannot 
do  so  by  the  year.  ^ 

[Maule,  J.  Suppose  a  man  occupies  ground  himself  which  he 
says  is  worth  405.  a  year,  because  he  grows  corn  on  it  which  produ- 
ces that  sum,  would  it  not  be  a  good  answer  to  say,  you  spend  205« 
or  305.  in  growing  the  corn,  and,  therefore,  you  are  not  in  a  position 
to  spend  405.  a  year  ?  Putting  manure  on  the  ground  is  very  analo- 
gous to  repairing  a  house.] 

Copland  v.  Bartlett,  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  50 ;  Lee  v.  Hutchin' 
son,  and  Beamish  v.  The  Overseers  of  Slokey  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C. 
P.  9,  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  485,  decide  this  case. 
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MelloTy  in  reply,  cited  The  King  v.  Ringwoodj  1  M.  &  S.  381. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  is  substan* 
tially  correct,  althougH  I  might  hesitate  to  affirm  it  solely  on  the 
grounds  urged  before  him.  The  question  does  not  turn  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  word  *'  charges  "  in  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  as  the  payment 
is  clearly  voluntary.  The  principle  laid  down  in  Lee  v.  Hutchinson^ 
must  decide  the  matter.  If  the  tenant  had  to  make  the  repairs,  would 
he  give  63/.  a  year  rent  ?  The  revising  barrister  says  he  would  only 
give  59/.,  and  that  would  be  insufficient  to  constitute  a  qualification. 
In  every  case  the  question  is  one  of  fact  The  revising  barrister  has 
found  the  fact,  and,  I  think,  correctly,  that  the  value  is  reduced. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  My  reasons  were  expressed 
in  the  course  of  the  argument,  and  were  not  answered. 

Talfourd,  J.,  concurred. 

Decision  affirmed^  with  costs. 


Lambert,  appellant ;  Overseers  of  St.  Thomas,  New  Sarum, 

respondents.^ 

Noyember  IS,  1852. 

Parliament  —  County  Vote  —  Form  of  Notice  of  Objection  —  6   Vict. 

c.  18,  ss.  7, 101. 

The  7th  section  of  6  Vict  c.  18,  requiies  that  a  notice  in  the  fonn  set  oat  in  schedule  A.  an- 
nexed thereto,  or  to  the  like  effect,  should  be  senred  upon  the  person  whose  vote  is  intend- 
ed to  be  objected  to :  — 

Bidd,  that  a  notice  in  the  following  tenns,  **  Take  notice,  that  I  object  to  jour  name  being 
retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Thomas,  New  Saram![  in  the  southern 
division  of  the  county  of  Wilts,"  was  sufficient  notice  to  a  person  that  his  vote  for  the 
county  would  be  objected  to. 

Case.  At  the  court,  held  before  the  barrister  appointed  to  revise 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Wilts, 
for  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Thomas,  New 
Sarum,  John  Lush  Alford  objected  to  the  name  of  the  said  John  Lam- 
bert^the  appellant,  being  retained  on  the  St.  Thomas,  New  Sarum, 
list  of  voters  for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Wilts.  The 
facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows :  —  The  said  John  Lush  Alford  had 
duly  served  the  appellant  with  a  notice  of  objection,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy —  "  To  Mr.  John  Lambert,  of  the  parish  of  Mil- 
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ford,  in  the  county  of  Wilts.  Take  notice,  that  I  object  to  your 
name  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Tho- 
mas, New  Sarum,  in  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Wilts. 
Dated  this  24th  day  of  August,  in  the  year  1852.  John  Lush  Alford, 
of  New  Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Thomas,  New  Sarum,  on  the 
register  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Thomas,  New  Sarum." 

The  appellant  objected  to  the  validity  of  this  notice,  because  it  was 
not  according  to  the  form  numbered  (5.)  in  the  Schedule  A,  annexed 
to  the  act  6  Vict.  c.  18,  or  to  the  like  effect 

The  revising  barrister  held  the  notice  to  be  valid ;  and,  upon  the 
appellant  declining  to  prove  his  qualification,  expunged  his  name 
from  the  St  Thomas,  New  Sarum,  list  of  voters. 

If  the  court  should  reverse  this  decision,  the  St  Thomas,  New  Sa- 
rum, list  was  to  be  amended  by  restoring  the  name  of  John  Lambert, 
as  follows:  —  "Lambert,  John — (Milford,  Wilts) — two  freehold 
houses —  (High  Street)." 

The  validity  of  seven  other  objections  depended  upon  the  same 
point  of  law,  and  the  appeals  in  those  cases  were  consolidated  here- 
with. 

Warren^  for  the  appellant  The  question  is,  whether  the  notice  of 
objection  was  sufficient  The  '6  Vict  c.  18,  s.  7,  requires  the  notice 
to  be  according  to  form  5,  in  schedule  A,  or  to  the  like  effect 

"[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  notice  need  not  be  in  the  exact  form  given  by 
the  act ;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  make  the  party  aware  that  his  vote  is 
objected  to.] 

Here  the  party  could  not  know  whether  the  objection  was  made  to 
his  borough  or  his  county  votq^  and  he  consequently  might  have  been 
misled.  This  is  bufficienfAo  invalidate  the  notice.  Allen  v.  House ^ 
7  Man.  &  G.  157;  s.c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  79;  Willott  v. 
DaviSj  16  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  185. 

Talfourd,  J.     Those  are  cases  of  insufficient  description  of  the 
objector.] 

In  In  re  the  Mayor  and  Assessors  of  Harwich^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Q.  B.  193 ;  s.  c.  10  Eng.  Rep.  382,  Crompton  J.,  in  the  Bail  Court,  held, 
that  a  notice  was  insufficient  under  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  17,  which 
did  not  describe  the  burgess  objected  to  as  he  is  described  in  the  burgess 
list,  on  the  ground  that  there  might  be  two  persons  of  the  same  name. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  respondents. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  revising  barrister  decided 
rightly.  The  7th  section  of  the  6  Vict.  c.  18,  does  not  require  the 
notice  to  be  in  the  precise  form  given  in  the  schedule ;  it  is  sufficient 
if  it  be  to  the  like  effect  Now  this  notice,  in  effect,  says,  I  intend  to 
object  to  your  county  vote,  and  the  objection  would  be  so  "  commonly 
understood,"  and  therefore  any  inaccuracy  there  may  be  in  it  is  cured 
by  section  101. 

Maule,  J.  If  we  were  to  hold  that  this  notice  was  insufficient,  we 
should  strip  section  101  of  all  operation.     Section  7,  requires  the 
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notice  to.  be  to  the  like  effect  with  the  form  given  in  the  schedule ;  and 
then  section  101,  which  is  to  be  construed  beneficially,  says,  '<  that  no 
inaccurate  description  of  any  person,  place  or  thing,  &c.,  named  or 
described  in  any  notice  required  by  this  act,  shall  in  anywise  prevent 
or  abridge  the  operation  of  this  act,  &c.,  provided  that  such  person, 
place,  or  thing,  shall  be  so  denominated  in  such  notice  as  to  be  com* 
monly  understood."  Now,  can  it  be  contended  that  persons  would 
not  commonly  understand  the  list  mentioned  in  this  notice  to  be  the 
list  of  county  voters,  even  admitting  that  there  may  be  some  uncom- 
mon person  who  would  understand  it  otherwise  ? 

Talfourd,  J.,  concurred.      « 

Decision  affirmed^  without  costs. 


Belshaw  v.  Bush.^  ^ 

Janaarj  19  and  June  22,  1852. 

Debt —  Payment  by  granger  —  Bill  of  Exchange  —  Pleading  — 
Covenant  not  to  sue  for  limited  Time  —  Suspension  of  RigfU  of 
Action. 

To  an  action  of  debt  on  simple  contract,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that  after  the  accming  of  the 
debts  and  causes  of  action,  and  before  suit,  the  plaintiff  drew  a  bill  on  one  A.  B.,  who%c- 
cepted  the  bill,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff  for,  and  on  account  of  the  said  debts  and 
causes  of  action,  and  that  the  plaintiff  received  it  from  A.  B.  on  such  account:  that  the 
plaintiff,  before  suit,  indorsed  the  bill  to  C.  D.,  who  was  still  the  holder  and  entitled  to  sue 
A.  B.  thereon : — 

Hddf  a  good  answer  to  the  action. 

Wank/ord  v.  Wavkford^  1  Salk.,299 ;  Ayloffe  v.  Scrimpshire,  Garth.  63 ;  8.  c.  Comb.  123,  and 
Stracey  v.  Ute  Bank  of  Engkmd^  6  Bing.  754  \  s.  c  8  Law  J.  Bep.  C.  P.  234,  considered 
and  explained. 

Debt,  for  40/.,  for  goods  sold  and  delivered ;  40/.  for  work  and  ma- 
terials ;  40/.  for  money  paid,  and  40/.  on  an  account  stated.  Dam- 
ages, 10/. 

Second  plea  (as  to  33/.  10^.,  parcel  of  the  debts  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof,)  that  after 
the  accruing  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  the  plain- 
tiff* made  his  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  and  directed  it  to  William 
Bush,  the  father  of  the  defendant,  and  thereby  required  the  said  Wil- 
liam Bush  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  33/.  lO^.,  for  value 
received,  three  months  after  date.  That  William  Bush  then  accepted 
the  said  bill,  and  delivered  it  so  accepted  to-  the  plaintiff  for  and  on 
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account  of  the  said  sum  of  33/.  IO5.,  parcel  of  the  said  debts  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof. 
And  the  plaintiff  then  received  and  took  the  said  bill  from  William 
Bush  f<9r  and  on  such  account  as  aforesaid.  That  afterwEU-ds  the  plain- 
tiff indorsed  and  delivered  the  said  bill  to  W.  F.  Grey,  who  then  be- 
came, and  was  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  the  holder  thereof,  and  entitled  to  sue  William  Bush  thereon. 
Verification. 

Replication,  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in  the  second  plea 
mentioned  had  become  and  was  overdue  and  unpaid  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  and  that  no  part  of  the  same 
money  therein  mentioned  hath  ever  been  paid.     Verification. 

General  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Quaifij  for  the  defendant,  (Jan.  19).  If  the  plea  had  alleged  the  bill 
to  have  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  instead  of  by 
William  Bush,  and  had  been  in  other  respects  such  as  it  now  is,  it 
would  have  been  good.  Price  v.  Price^  16  Mee.  &  W.  232 ;  s.  c. 
16  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  99,  and  2  Wms.  Saund.  103,  6,  n.  (c). 
So  if  the  bilk  had  been  given  by  one  jointly  liable.  Mercer  v.  C^eese^ 
6  Sc.  N.  R.  664;  s.  c.  4  Man.  &  G.  804 ;  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C. 
P.  56,  and  MaiUard  v.  The  Duke  of  Argyle,  6  Sc.  N.  R.  938 ;  s.  c.  6 
Man.  &  G.  40.  The  case  of  giving  and  accepting  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  and  on  account  of  a  debt  or  cause  of  action  seems  an  exception 
to  the  rule  that  a  personal  cause  of  action  once  suspended  is  alto- 
gether gone ;  and  a  plea  setting  up  a  bill  so  given  and  accepted, 
though  given  by  a  perfect  stranger,  is  a  good  plea  of  accord  and  sat^ 
isftiction.  Jones  v.  Broadhurstj  9  Com.  B.  Rep.  17S,  and  Fitz.  Abr. 
tit.  ''  Barre,"  pi.  166.  The  doctrine  of  the  Roman  law  and  the  Code 
Civile  are  both  in  accordance  with  this  view  of  the  law.  The  plea 
amounts  to  conditional  payment,  to  be  afterwards  defeated  in  case 
the  bill  be  dishonored.  Ford  v.  Beechj  11  C^  B.  Rep.  852 ;  s.  c.  17 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  114.  If  actusd  satisfaction  be  a  good  plea, 
conditional  payment  is  good.  The  stranger  could  not  plead  want  of 
consideration  if  the  action  were  brought  against  him.  The  debt  of  a 
third  person  is  a  good  consideration,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  an  agree- 
ment to  suspend  the  remedy  during  the  currency  of  the  biU.  The 
plea  is,  therefore,  good,  and  the  replication  is  bad.  He  also  referred 
to  Forman  w,. Wright,  20  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  146;  s.  c.  4  Eng. 
Rep.  366 ;  Baker  v.  Walker j  14  Mee.  &  W.  465 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  371 ;  Lechmere  v.  Fletcher^  1  Cr.  &  M.  623 ;  s.  c.  2  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  8.)  Exch.  219 ;  Poplewell  v.  Wilson^  1  Str.  264 ;  Ridout 
V.  Bristow,  1  Cr.  &  J.  231 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  Exch.  48 ;  Walton 
V.  Mascall,  13  Mee.  &  W.  452 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  54 ; 
Cumber  v.  TTatn,  1  Smith's  Lead.  Cas.  150,  and  Good  v.  Cheesman^ 
2  B.  &  Ad.  328;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  234. 

Bovilly  for  the  plaintiff  The  plaintiff  on  the  record  has  a  clear 
cause  of  action ;  and  it  is  said  something  has  happened  to  defeat 
01  suspend  the  remedy.    It  is  clear  that  the  defendant  has  done 
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nothing  to  have  that  effect  He  says  a  stranger  has  done  something. 
Thh  point  was  not  decided  in  Jones  v.  Broaahurst ;  and  there  is  no 
case  to  show  that  payment  by  a  stranger  can  be  a  good  accord  and 
satisfaction.  He  then  cited  the  following  authorites  —  Stedman  v. 
Goochj  1  Esp.  4 ;  Kearslake  v.  Morgaai^  5  Term  Rep.  513 ;  Sinum  v. 
Lloyd,  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  187;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  195; 
MDowall  V.  Boyd,  6  Dowl.  &  L.  P.  C.  149 ;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  8.)  Q.  B.  294,  Van  Wart  v.  WooUey,  3  B.  &  C.  439 ;  s.  c.  3  Law 
J.  Rep.  K.  B.  51,  and  Drake  v.  Mitchell^  3  East,  251. 

Quain  replied. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

Maule,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  courts  In  this  base 
it  is  first  to  be  considered  what  is  the  true  meaning  of  the  plea ;  and, 
secondly,  whether'it  be  an  answer  to  the  claim  to  which  it  is  pleaded 
—  [his  lordship  then  read  the  declaration  and  second  plea].  W' 
think  that  the  words  '<  33/.  IO5.  parcel  of  the  debts  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof,"  on  account 
of  which  the  plea  alleges  the  bill  to  have  been  delivered  and  received, 
must  be  understood  to  mean  <<33/.  105.,  parcel  of  the* debts  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration 
mentioned  in  respect  thereof,"  that  is  the  causes  of  action  of  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant.  The  declaration  shows  debts  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  &c.,  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant ;  and 
it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  there  were  any  other  causes  of  action  in 
respect  of  such  debts  than  those  of  the  creditor  against  the  debtor. 
In  this  respect  the  plea  differs  from  that  in  Jones  v.  Broadhurst,  where 
the  action  was  by  the  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  and  the  plea  that  the  drawers  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  the  plaintiffs  accepted  divers  goods  in  full  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  of  all  damages  and  causes  of 
action  in  respect  thereof;  and  the  court  held  that,  the  drawers  being 
parties  to  the  bill,  and  contingentiy  liable  to  pay  it,  the  satisfaction 
and  discharge  mentioned  in  the  plea  must  be  understood  to  apply 
to  the  liability  as  drawers  of  those  who  delivered  the  goods,  and  not 
to  that  of  the  defendants  as  acceptors.  In  the  present  case  no  lia» 
bility  of  any  one  but  the  defendant,  and  no  cause  of  action  but  those 
in  thtf  declaration  appcEirs.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  plea  is  to 
be  understood  as  meaning  that  William  Bush  gave,  and  the  plaintiff 
took  the  bill  on  account  of  the  defendant's  liability  to  pay,  and  the 
causes  of  action  which  the  plaintiff  had  against  the  defendant  in 
respect  thereof.  Understanding  the  plea  in  that  sense,  the  next  ques- 
tion is,  whether  it  be  a  good  answer  to  the  action.  It  cannot  be 
questioned  that  it  has  been  established  by  many  decisions,  that  if  the 
plea  had  alleged  the  bill  to  have  been  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant,  instead  of  by  William  Bush,  and  had  in  all  other  respects 
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been  such  as  it  now  is,  it  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  action  ; 
but,  as  no  case  has  been  found  in  all  respects  resembling  the  present, 
it  is  contended  that  those  decisions  will  not  govern  this  case,  by  rea- 
son of  this  difference,  and  the  rather,  as  those  decisions  have  some- 
times been  considered  as   anomalous,  and  contrary  to   established 
rules  of  law — 2  Wms.  Saund.  103,  6,  n.  (c);  that  the  ground  of 
those  decisions  is,  that  the  giving  a  bill  on  account  suspends  the 
right  of  action  for  the  original  debt,  and  that  this  is  contrary  to  the 
rule  that  a  personal  action,  once  suspended  by  the  act  of  the  party, 
is  gone  forever,  and  also  to  the  rule  that  a  covenant  not  to  sue  for  a 
limited  time  is  no  bar  to  an  action.     It  will,  therefore,  be  convenient 
to  consider  those  rules  of  law,  and  the  decisions  which  are  said  to 
conflict  with  them.     The  rule  as  to  a  personal  action  once  suspend- 
ed being  gone,  is  referred  to  by  Powell,  J.,  in  the  terms  above  men- 
tioned, in   Wankford  v.   Wankford^  in  the  11  Will.  3,  where  it  is 
applied  to  the  case  of  an  obligee  making  the  obligor  his  executor, 
which  was  held  to  extinguish  the  debt,  so  that  an  administratrix 
de  bonis  non  could  not  sue  the  heir  of  the  obligor ;  and  the  rule  is 
undoubtedly  of  much  greater  antiquity,  and  has  also  been  acted  on 
in  recent  times,  as  in  Freakley  v.  Fox,  9  B.  &  C.  130 ;  s.  c.  7  Law 
J.  Rep.  K.  Bt  148,  and  Harmer  v.   Steele,  4  Exch.  Rep.  1 ;  s.  c.  19 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  34.    But  it  is  not,  and  never  was  true, 
that  in  no  sense,  and  under  no  circumstances,  can  a  personal  action 
be  suspended ;  for  though  a  simple  covenant  or  agreement  not  to 
sue  for  a  limited  time  be  not  a  bar  to  an  action,  it  is  not  inoperative, 
and  so  far  suspends  the  right  to  sue  that  it  prevents  its  exereise  with- 
out subjecting  the  plaintin  to  an  action,  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant, 
for  a  breach  of  the  covenant  or  agreement    But  there  is  a  more 
important  exceptioil,  (probably  as  old  as  the  rule  itself,)  which  is 
adverted  to  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  and  Dolben,  J.,  in  Comberbach,  p.  124, 
where  they  are  reported  as  saying  <<  that  the  rule  that  a  personal 
action  once  suspendea  is  forever  extinct,  does  not  hold  in  all  cases." 
In  the  report  the  exception  is  not  specifically  mentioned  ;  but  in  the 
report  of  the  same  case,  in  Carthew,  p.  63,  (under  the  name  of  Ayloffe 
v.  Scrirnpshire,)  it  is  said  that  "  it  was  agreed  by  all  that  a  letter  of 
license,  containing  the  words  following,  namely,  <  that  if  the  creditor 
sue,  &c.,  within  such  a  time,  that  his  debt  shall  be  forfeited,'  such 
license  i^  pleadable  in  bar ; "  and  this  is  plainly  the  exception  to  the 
rule  that  is  adverted  to  by  Holt,  C.  J.,  and  Dolben,  J.,  as  reported  in 
Comberbach.  In  the  case  of  (ribbons  v.  VouiUon,  8  Com.  B.  Rep.  483 ; 
s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  74,  this  law  was  considered  and 
acted  on ;  and  it  appears  from  the  authorities  cited  in  that  case  that 
there  have  been  decisions  to  the  like  effect  from  the  21  Hen.  7.     It  is 
said  by  the  reporter  in  Fowell  v.  Forrest,  2  Wms.  Saund.  47,  that  a 
defeasance  is  a  conditional  release;  and  clauses  that  the  debt  shall 
be  forfeited,  or  that  the  deed  may  be  pleaded  in  bar,  if  d  suit  be  com- 
menced before  a  certain  time  or  a  certain  event,  are  of  common  occur- 
rence, and,  as  the  cases  cited  show,  have  due  effect  given  to  them. 
In  all  these  cases  the  right  of  action  is  effectually  suspended  for  the 
time,  or  until  the  condition  is  performed ;  and,  after  the  expiration 
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of  the  time,  the  action  may  be  maintained,  if  the  plaintiff,  by  bring- 
ing another  action  before  the  time,  have  not  forfeited  his  debt  under 
the  provisions  of  the  defeasance,  or  have  not  been  barred  in  a  former 
action. 

There  are,  however,  some  modern  cases,  which  have  sometimes 
been  considered  as  infringing  on  the  role,  that  an  agreement  not  to 
sue  for  a  limited  time,  without  such  clause  of  conditionaf  release  or 
forfeiture,  is  no  answer  to  an  action  for  a  cause  accrued  after  the 
agreement,  but  only  a  ground  for  a  cross  action,  and  giving  to  such 
an  agreement  the  effect  of  a  bar  to  an  action  brought  before  the  expi- 
ration of  the  time.  Of  these,  one  of  the  principal  is  Stracey  v.  The 
Bank  of  England^  where  the  language  of  the  court,  in  giving  judg- 
ment, if  looked  at  without  reference  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  may 
seem  to  give  countenance  to  the  notion  that  an  agreement  not  to  sue 
during  a  limited  time,  without  any  clause  of  conditional  release  or 
forfeiture,  is  a  bar  to  an  action  brought  during  the  limited  time ;  but 
if  the  facts  of  that  case  be  adverted  to,  the  language  of  the  judgment 
will  appear  not  to  have  such  meaning.  It  was  an  action  on  the  case 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  Bank  of  England,  for  not  transferring  some 
stock  of  his,  standing  in  the  books,  to  one  Alder,  to  whom  the  plain- 
tiff had  sold  it,  and  had  called  on  the  defendants  to  transfer  it  to  him. 
The  special  verdict  showed  a  binding  agreement,  between  the  pledn- 
tiff  and  the  defendants,  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  call  on  the 
defendants  to  transfer  the  stock  until  the  plaintiff  had  proved,  or 
endeavored  to  prove,  a  debt  against  the  estate  of  certain  bankrupts. 
After  this  agreement,  and  before  proof,  or  attempt  to  prove  the  debt, 
the  plaintiff  called  on  the  bank  to  transfer  to  Alder,  and  it  was  for 
not  complying  with  that  demand  that  the  action  was  brought  The 
court  were  of  opinion,  that,  after  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right  to  call  on  the  bank  to  transfer  before  proving,  or  attempting  to 
prove  the  debt ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  defendants,  in  refusing  to 
transfer,  on  the  occasion  complained  of,  had  done  no  wrong.  It  is 
clear  that  the  right  of  action  declared  on  had  never  accrued,  and  that 
no  action  for  the  refusal  complained  of  in  the  declaration  could  be  at 
any  time  maintained,  the  duty,  of  which  that  refusal  was  complained 
of  as  a  breach,  not  existing  at  the  time  of  the  refusal.  The  language 
of  the  court,  in  giving  judgment,  is,  "  The  agreement  is  not  set  up  as 
a  perpetual  bar ;  it  is  merely  insisted  on  as  an  objection  to  the  action 
being  brought  at  the  present  time.  It  is  urged,  as  an  agreement  by 
which  the  plaintiffs  have,  for  a  good  consideration,  restrained  them- 
selves from  suing,  not  perpetually,  but  only  till  they  shall  have  first 
done  a  particulsu:  act"  If  this  be  understood  as  meaning,  that  the 
agreement  is  not  set  up  as  a  perpetual  bar  to  any  action  that  the 
plaintiffs  may,  at  any  time,  bring  respecting  any  refusal  to  transfer, 
but  only  to  an  action  for  a  refusal  after  the  agreement,  and  before 
proof,  or  attempt  to  prove,  which  action  is  barred  by  showing  that  the 
right  to  it  does  not  exist ;  and  if  the  "  restraint  from  suing,  not  per- 
petually, but  only  until  they  shall  have  first  done  a  particular  act,"  be 
understood  as  meaning  a  restraint  from  calling  for  a  transfer,  and 
suing  for  a  refusal  to  transfer,  the  reasons  given  for  the  judgment  will 


274  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS,  1852. 

Belshaw  v.  Bnsh. 


be  applicable  to  the  case,  and  will  conflict  with  no  rale  of  law,  which 
they  would,  if  understood  as  affirming  that  an  action  may  be  barred 
by  a  mere  agreement  or  covenant  not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time.  The 
expressions  in  question  seem,  indeed,  to  have  been  used  by  the  court 
only  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  plaintiffs,  though  defeated 
in  that  action,  would  not  lose  their  right  to  the  stock,  but  might  claim 
a  transfer  Sher  performing  what  they  had  agreed  to  do  before  claim- 
ing it.  The  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Ford  v.  Beechj 
and  other  cases  in  which  a  suspension  of  the  remedy  has  been  spoken 
of,  may,  it  is  conceived,  be  explained  in  a  like  manner,  so  as  to  show 
them  to  be  not  inconsistent  with  the  older  decisions.  The  cases  of 
covenants  not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time,  with  a  proviso  for  forfeiture, 
if  an  action  be  brought  within  the  time,  are  an  exception  or  qualifi- 
cation of  the  rule  that  a  covenant  not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time  is  no 
bar,  as  well  as  to  the  rule  as  to  the  suspension  of  rights  of  action.  In 
such  cases  the  right  to  sue  is  effectually  suspended  for  a  limited  time, 
and  for  such  time  only,  if  no  action  be  brought  before  the  expiration 
of  the  time ;  and  the  covenant  not  to  sue  for  a  limited  time,  does 
operate  as  a  bar,  by  force  of  the  condition,  if  the  action  be  brought 
within  the  limited  time.  It  would,  indeed,  be  anomalous,  and  with- 
out precedent,  if  it  were  held,  that  after  a  cause  of  action  had  ac- 
cruea,  and  an  action  upon  it  had  been  barred  by  force  of  a  release  or 
defeasance  conditional  on  its  being  sued  upon  before  a  limited  time, 
another  action  could  be  maintained,  for  the  same  cause,  after  the 
time.  But  there  is  no  such  decision,  and  the  contrary  was  deter- 
mined by  this  court  in  a  late  case  of  Overton  v.  Harvey^  9  Com.  B. 
Rep.  324 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  256,  and  is  assumed  in 
numerous  books,  in  which  it  is  given  as  a  reason  why  a  mere  cove- 
nant not  to  sue  for  a  given  time  is  no  bar ;  that,  if  it  were,  the  debt 
would  be  gone  forever,  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  parties. 

Now,  the  cases  in  which  a  bill  given  on  account  of  a  debt  has  been 
said  to  suspend  the  right  of  action,  and  been  held  to  be  a  bar  to  an 
action  brought  before  the  bill  had  turned  out  to  be  unproductive,  are 
entirely  in  conformity  with  the  cases  establishing  the  exceptions  above 
referred  to.  The  true  principle  of  the  cases  on  bills  seems  to  be  that 
pointed  out  by  Pollock,  C.  B.,  in  Griffiths  v.  Owetij  13  Mee.  &  W. 
58 ;  s.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  345.  "  In  the  case  of  a  money 
demand,  if  the  creditor  accepts  a  promissory  note,  or  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money,  on  account  of  the  debt,  that  is  a  sort  of  qualified 
or  conditional  payment,  and  may  be  so  pleaded ;"  and  by  Alderson, 
B.,  in  James  v.  Williams^  13  Mee.  &  W.  828 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  220.  "  When  bills  of  exchange  are  stated  to  have  been 
delivered  for,  and  on  account  of  a  promissory  note,  or  any  other  sura 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  then  it  is  to  be  taken  as  a  conditional 
payment."  If  an  agreement  were  expressly  made  that  the  bill  should 
operate  as  payment,  unless  defeated  by  dishonor,  &c.,  there  is  no  rea- 
son why  a  suit,  brought  while  the  payment  remained  undefeated, 
should  not  be  barred  by  such  agreement :  and  the  cases  in  which  a 
bill  given  on  account  of  the  debt  has  been  held  to  operate  as  such 
payment,  are  to  be  supported  by  considering  that  such  an  agreement 
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is  to  be  implied  by  law  from  giving  and  receiving  such  security  on 
account  of  a  debt  on  simple  contract ;  and  the  cases  in  which  the 
giving  of  the  bill  has  been  held  Hot  to  suspend  the  remedy  on  a 
demand  by  specialty,  or  for  rent,  may  be  accounted  for  on  the  ground 
that  the  legal  implication  of  an  agreement  that  the  bill  shall  ope- 
rate as  a  conditional  payment  does  not  arise,  when,  if  it  did,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  deprived  of  a  better  remedy  than  an  action  on  a 
bill ;  as  in  Davis  v.  GydCj  2  Ad.  &  E.  623  ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
K.  B.  84,  in  which,  the  debt  being  for  rent,  the  plaintiff  would  part 
with  a  remedy  by  distress ;  and,  as  in  Worthingion  v.  WigUp,  3  Bing. 
N.  C.  454 ;  s.  c.  6  DowL  P.  C.  504,  where  the  demand  being  on  a 
bond,  the  plaintiff  might,  in  certain  events,  have  recourse  to  other 
funds  than  he  could  in  an  action  on  a  simple  contract  If  a  bill  given 
by  the  defendant  himself,  on  account  of  the  debt,  operate  as  a  con- 
ditional payment,  and  so  be  of  the  same  force  as  an  absolute  pay- 
ment by  the  defendant,  if  the  condition  by  which  it  is  to  be  defeated 
has  not  arisen,  there  seems  no  reason  why  a  bill  given  by  a  stranger, 
for  and  on  account  of  the  debt,  should  not  operate  as  a  conditional 
payment  by  the  stranger ;  and,  if  it  have  that  operation,  the  plea  in 
the  present  case  will  have  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  alleged  that  the 
money  was  paid  by  "William  Bush,  for,  and  on  account  of  the  debt 
But  if  a  stranger  pay  money,  in  payment,  absolute  or  conditional,  of 
the  debt  of  another,  and  the  causes  of  action  in  respect  of  it,  it  must 
be  a  payment  on  behalf  of  that  other,  against  whom  alone  the  causes 
of  action  arise ;  and,  if  adopted  tfy  him,  will  operate  as  payment  by 
himself.  See  Co.  Lit  106,  b.  "  If  a  stranger,  in  the  name  of  the 
mortgagor,  or  his  heir  (without  his  consent  or  privity)  tendereth 
money,  and  the  mortgagor  accepteth  it,  this  is  a  good  satisfaction.'' 
See  also  the  case  of  36  Hen.  6,  reported  in  Fitz.  Abr.  "  Barre,  "  166, 
'*  If  a  stranger  does  trespass  *to  me,  and  one  of  his  relations,  or  any 
other,  give  any  thing  to  me  for  the  same  trespass,  to  which  I  agree, 
the  stranger  shall  have  advantage  of  that,  to  bar  me ;  for  if  I  be 
satisfied,  it  is  not  reason  that  I  be  again  satisfied.  Quod  tota 
Curia  concessUP  In  -  the  late  case  of  Jones  v.  Broadhurst^  in  this 
court,  the  question  of  satisfaction  by  a  stranger  was  argued  and 
considered,  but  not  decided,  not  being  necessary  to  the  determina- 
tion of  the  casp ;  but  it  is  observed  by  the  court,  in  giving  judg- 
ment, that  the  decision  in  the  36  Hen.  6,  reported  in  Fitzherbert, 
is  consistent  with  reason  and  justice.  It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that 
the  bill  given  by  Mr.  Bush,  on  account  of  the  causes  of  action  of  the 
plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  must  be  taken  to  be  a  conditional 
payment  on  behalf  of  the  defendant ;  that  the  condition  to  defeat  it 
not  having  happened,  it  operates  as  an  absolute  payment ;  that  it 
might  be  adopted,  and  has  been  adopted,  by  the  defendant,  who 
relies  on  it  in  bis  plea,  and,  consequently,  that  it  bars  the  action. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 
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Beeson,  appellant ;  Burton,  respondent.^ 

November  17, 1852. 

Parliament —  County  Vote — Freehold — Allottee  of  Land —  Uncer* 

tain  Interest  —  8  4*  9  Vict  c.  6. 

The  8  &  9  Vict  c  6,  an  Allotment  Act,  empowers  deputies  appointed  under  its  provisions 
to  make  small  allotments  of  land  to  resident  freemen  of  L.,  to  be  held  bj  them  so  long  as 
they  shall  be  willing  to  hold  the  same,  and  pay  the  rent,  and  conform  to  certain  reg^a- 
tions.  All  the  land  is  vested  in  the  deputies  as  trustees ;  and  they  have  the  power  to  sell 
with  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  a  meeting  of  freemen  occupiers :  — 

Hddy  that  the  allottees  have  freehold  estates  which  entitle  them  to  vote  for  members  of  par- 
liament, as  their  estate  may  continue  for  life,  and  is  not  determinable  on  the  mere  will  of 
the  grantors. 

The  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  court 

Case.  At  a  court,  held  before  the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Leicester,  the 
name  of  John  Burton,  and  the  names  of  twenty-eight  others,  claiming 
under  exactly  similar  circumstances,  appeared  on  the  list  of  persons 
claiming  to  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  any  knight  of  the 
shire  for  that  division  of  the  county,  and  were  all  duly  objected  to  by 
the  appellant.  The  said  J.  Burton  appeared  on  the  list  of  claimants 
as  follows :  — 


Burton,  John 


3,  Haymarket 


Freehold  Intereet  in  bailding  and  land 


On  record,  T.  Freemen*!  Common. 


J.  Burton  is  a  resident  freeman  of  the  borough  of  Leicester,  and 
possessed  of  an  allotment  of  land  under  the  provisions  of  a  private 
act  of  parliament,  passed  in  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.6,  entitled  "  An  act  to 
repeal  so  much  of  an  act  for  enclosing  lands  in  or  near  the  borough 
of  Leicester,  as  relates  to  the  regulation  and  management  of  the 
freemen's  allotments,  and  to  make  other  provisions  in  lieu  thereof." 
By  this  act,  which  is  annexed  to  and  forms  part  of  the  case,  the  resi- 
dent freemen  are  empowered  to  elect  from  their  own  body  a  certain 
number  of  deputies  to  act  for  them  in  the  regulation  and  general 
management  of  the  freemen's  allotments.  The  8th  section  empow- 
ers the  deputies  to  take  possession  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  first 
schedule  of  the  act  (of  which  lands  the  allotment  of  the  present 
claimant  forms  a  part)  and  break  up  the  whole  or  such  parts  thereof, 
as  to  them  shall  seem  expedient,  and  apportion  and  divide  the  same 
when  so  broken  up  into  small  allotments,  not  exceeding  five  hun- 
dred yards  each  among  the  resident  freemen  desiring  to  become  occu- 
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piers  thereof  at  an  annual  rent,  to  be  fixed  at  the  discretion  of  the 
deputies,  but  not  exceeding  \d.  for  every  square  yard,  nor  less  than 
Is.  for  every  hundred  yards,  the  allotments  to  be  held  respectively  by 
each  resident  freeman  desiring  to  become  the  occupier,  obtaining  pos- 
session thereof,  so  long  as  he  shall  be  willing  to  hold  the  same,  and 
shall  pay  the  annual  rent,  and  conform  to  the  orders  and  regulations, 
to  be  made  from  time  to  time  by  the  said  deputies.  By  the  15th  sec- 
tion, all  the  lands  comprised  in  the  two  schedules  of  the  act,  are  ves- 
ted absolutely  in  the  deputies  for  the  time  being,  in  trust  for  the  resi- 
dent freemen.  By  the  17th  section,  the  deputies  have  power  to  dis- 
pose by  absolute  sale  of  all  or  any  part  of  tfie  allotments  comprised 
in  the  liirst  schedule  of  the  act,  fireed  and  discharged  from  all  right, 
claim,  and  interest  of  the  resident  freemen  ;  but  by  the  22d  section, 
no  sale  is  to  be  effected  under  the  powers  of  the  act,  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  major  part  of  the  freemen  assembled  at  a  public  meeting, 
to  be  convened  and  conducted  in  the  manner  directed  by  this  section. 
By  the  32d  section,  in  case  any  freeman  shall  be  in  arrear  of  rent  for 
his  allotment,  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days,  or  shall  not  conform  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  or  the  orders,  riues  and  regulations  to  be 
made  by  the  deputies,  the  said  deputies  may  reenter  such  allotment, 
and  by  force  evict  and  dispossess  such  freeman.  The  claimant  has 
erected  buildings  on  the  land  allotted  to  him,  which  land  and  build- 
ings are  above  the  value  of  40^.  a  year,  above  all  charges.  It  was 
contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  that  the  claimant  had  no 
freehold  interest  in  his  allotment ;  but  jthe  revising  barrister  decided 
that  he  had,  and  inserted  the  claimant's  name  accordingly  on  the  list 
of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Mary,  Leicester. 

• 
^  Nov.  1.  Cox^  for  the  appellant  The  respondent  had  no  freehold 
interest  in  the  land  in  respect  of  which  he  claimed.  The  question 
turns  upon  the  Allotment  Act,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  6,  by  the  8th  section  of 
which  the  deputies  appointed  under  the  act,  are  empowered  to  break 
up  certain  lands,  and  to  parcel  them  out  in  small  allotments  to  free- 
men and  freemen's  widows  desiring  to  become  occupiers  of  them. 
By  that  section,  the  allotments  are  to  be  held  as  long  as  the  occupi- 
ers are  willing  to  hold,  and  pay  the  rent  and  conform  to  the  rules 
made  by  the  deputies.  The  right  of  the  allottees  to  hold  is  modified 
by  the  powers  of  the  deputies,  who  are  empowered  to  make  regula- 
tions, and  are  also  empowered  under  sections  17  and  22  of  the  act 
to  sell  or  exchange  the  allotments,  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  of 
the  freemen  and  freemen's  widows.  The  case  comes  distinctly  within 
the  authority  of  Davis  v.  Waddington,  7  Man.  &  G.  37 ;  s,  c.  14  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  p.  45,  where  it  was  held  that  inmates  of  almshouses 
appointed  and  removed  by  trustees  appointed  under  a  charter  of  in- 
corporation, toties  quoiies  sibi  conveniens  videbitur^  had  no  freehold 
entitling  them  to  vote. 

[Maule,  J.  The  rule  laid  down  in  Co.  Litt  42,  a.  is,  that  a  man 
who  has  an  estate  granted  to  him  for  an  uncertain  time,  has  an  estate 
for  life  determinable.] 
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Hayesj  for  the  respondent.  The  allotees  have  an  estate  of  free- 
hold. The  11th  section  of  the  Allotment  Act  provides  for  the  relet- 
ting of  the  allotments  on  the  death  of  occupiers,  and  evidently 
contemplates  death  as  the  ordinary  determination  of  the  occupier's 
estate.  The  case  of  Davis  v.  Waddivfflan^  proceeded  on  the  ground 
that  when  another  party  has  an  arbitrary  power  of  putting  an  end  to 
the  occupier's  estate,  he  has  no  freehold. 

[Maule,  J.  The  parties  in  that  case  had  a  right  to  remain  in  pos- 
session as  long  as  the  trustees  permitted  them.] 

In  the  note  to  Davis  v.  Wadding'ton,  there  is  a  collection  of  authori- 
ties tending  to  establish 4;he  proposition  laid  down  in  the  note  to  Wj/nn 
v.  Wi/nn,  2  Man.  &  G.  19 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  23,  «  that 
any  interest  in  land  of  uncertain  duration  (though  not  expressed  to  be  for 
life),  determinable  by  matter  subsequent,  which  (per  Brooke,  J.,  M. 
14,  H.  8,  fol.  13  a.)  is  the  substance  of  human  agency,  (as  where  it  is 
determinable  at  the  will  of  a  stranger  ^)  constitutes  a  freehold  for  life. 
The  intention  of  the  note  to  Davis  v.  Waddington  seems  to  be  to  show 
that  th^  court  rather  strained  the  law.  It  cites  this  passage  from  Pres- 
ton Estates,  405, 7  Man.  &  G.  46,  "  A  limitation  for  such  an  indefinite 
period  passes  an  estate  for  life,  because  the  estate  may  continue  to 
the  end  of  that  period,  and  is  certainly  circumscribed  by  it."  The 
present  case  is  within  the  principle  of  Simpson  v.  Wilkinson^  7  Man, 
&  G.  50 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  49,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  bedesmen  of  a  hospital  appointed  for  life  were  freeholders.  At 
all  events,  this  is  an  estate  which  may  continue  for  life.  It  is  only  an 
uncertain  event  which  can  put  an  end  to  it.  The  duration  of  the 
estate  does  not  depend  only  upon  the  will  of  the  party  granting  it, 
but  partly  upon  the  will  of  the  recipient  by  the  representation  of  the 
majority  of  the  freemen.  In  Davis  v.  Wadding-ton,  the  estate  depoia- 
ded  upon  the  will  of  the  grantor  only.  The  contingencies  in  this  case 
which  could  determine  the  occupier's  estate  were,  first,  a  sale ;  and, 
secondly,  consent  to  the  sale  by  the  majority  of  the  freemen.  The 
case,  therefore,  falls  within  the  rule  laid  down  in  Co.  Litt  42  a, 
and  the  allottees  were,  therefore,  freeholders,  and  as  such  entitled  to 
vote. 

[Maule,  J.  The  case  of  Wi/nn  y.Wynn  is  quite  in  point,  for  there, 
as  here,  the  estate  was  determinable  at  the  will  of  a  stranger  ] 

Cox,  in  reply.  The  deputies,  who  were  the  appointors  of  the  allot- 
ments, were  the  parties  who  had  the  power  to  defeat  the  estate  of  the 
occupiers.  The  present  case  is  not  substantially  distinguishable  from 
Davis  V.  Waddington. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  view  taken  by  the  revising 
barrister  in  this  case  was  the  correct  one,  and,  therefore,  that  his  deci- 
sion must  be  affirmed.  I  think  that  the  claimant  had  a  freehold  interest 


1  The  words  in  the  parenthesis  are  those  of  the  annotator,  and  not  of  Brooke.    Per 
Jervis,  C.  J. 
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which  entitled  him  to  vote.  It  was  admitted  by  the  counsel  for  the 
appellant  that  the  possession  of  an  estate  of  uncertain  duration  would 
be  enough  to  give  the  possessor  a  vote  as  a  freeholder ;  but  it  is  said 
that  here  the  estate  is  dot  of  uncertain  duration,  because,  within  the 
authority  of  Davis  v.  Waddington^  it  was  determinable  by  the  trus- 
tees under  the  act  But,  looking  at  the  8th  section,  L  find  that  the 
allottees  are  to  hold  as  long  as  they  shall  be  willing,  and  it  is  admitted 
that  there  is  nothing  else  ih  the  act  which  would  confer  a  freehold 
upon  the  allottees.  But  it  is  said  that  the  words  relied  upon  are  so 
qualified  by  what  follows,  that  no.freehold  estate  is  granted  by  them. 
It  is  then  asked,  if  the  estate  be  not  one  of  fi-eehold,  what  estate  can 
it  be  ?  It  is  not  one  for  years  or  at  will.  But  it  is  said  that  it  is  a 
sort  of  parliamentary  estate,  something  between  an  estate  at  will  and 
a  freehold.  It  would  be  inconvenient  if  we  were  to  hold  that  it  is 
such  an  estate  as  that,  and  we  cannot  hold  otherwise  than  that  it  is  a 
freehold.  It  is  clear  from  Davis  v.  Waddinffton^  that  an  estate  at  will 
would  not  have  conferred  a  freehold.  This  estate,  at  all  events,  is  not 
at  the  uncontrolled  will  of  the  grantor,  but  at  the  will  of  the  deputies 
and  the  freemen  (of  whom  the  claimant  is  one),  jointly.  The  estate 
of  the  allottee  is  therefore  uncertain  as  to  its  duration,  and  is  an 
estate  for  life  under  the  rule  in  Co.  Litt.  42  a.,  and  the  allottee  was 
therefore  entitled  to  vote. 

Maule,  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  claimant  was  rightly  held  by 
the  revising  barrister  to  be  entitled  to  vote.  The  question  is,  what 
estate  he  had  in  the  land  ?  It  is  a  well-established  rule  that  an  estMB 
for  a  man's  life,  ordinarily  speaking,  or  an  estate  for  life  determinable 
on  an  event  not  in  the  power  of  the  lord  from  whom  the  tenant  holds, 
is  a  freehold.  In  this  case  the  estate  is  determinable  on  the  happen- 
ing of  certain  events  of  a  very  special  kind,  —  of  the  deputies  choos- 
ing to  sell  the  land,  and  of  getting  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of 
a  meeting  of  allottees,  occupiers  for  the  time  being.  This  is  an  event 
not  depending  upon  the  will  of  the  lord  alone.  There  cannot  be  that 
kind  of  arbitrary  removal  which  takes  away  the  freehold  character  of 
the  estate.  Here  it  is  as  much  out  of  the  power  of  'the  lord  to  deter- 
mine the  estate  as  if  there  were  no  necessity  for  his  concurrence  at 
all.  The  circumstance  of  his  concurrence  being  necessary,  does  not 
make  the  concurrence  of  the  others  less  necessary.  The  estate  can- 
not be  defeated  at  his  arbitrary  will,  and  such  an  estate  as  that  is 
clearly  one  of  freehold.  I  think  Davis  v.  Wadding'ton  was  perfectly 
well  decided.  There  the  person  enjoying  the  property,  and  claiming 
the  right  to  vote,  was  appointed  by  the  trustees  to  be  an  inmate  of 
the  almshouses,  and  to  continue  in  them  so  long  as  they  should 
think  fit  to  allow  him  to  continue.  It  was  clear  that  there  was  no 
freehold  there.  But  in  this  case  there  is  a  freehold,  and  the  revising 
barrister  was  quite  right  in  his  decision. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  the  estate  of 
those  who  claim  a  right  to  vote  in  this  case  is  an  estate  of  freehold. 
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because  it  is  an  uncertain  interest,  which  may  last  for  the  life  of  the 
tenant,  and  is  not  subject  to  the  mere  will  of  the  grantors. 

Decision  of  the  revising  barrister  affirmed. 


Ford  appellant ;  Smedle y,  respondent.^ 

November  10,  1852. 

Parliament —  Vote  for  Borough  —  Assessed  Taxes  when  payable  — 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  12—43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23—48  Geo.  3, c.  141, 
^.1—2  WilL  4,  c.  45,  s.  21 —  11  Sf  12  r%ct.  c.  90. 

By  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  90,  no  person  is  entitled  to  bo  registered  as  a  voter,  unless,  on  or  before 
the  20th  July,  he  shall  have  paid  all  assessed  taxes  which  have  become  payable  by  him 
previous  to  tibe  5th  of  January  preceding.  By  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23,  the  assessed 
taxes  are  payable,  and  are  to  be  paid  quarterly  on  the  20th  of  July,  the  20th  of  September, 
the  20th  of  December,  and  the  20th  of  March.  By  the  48  Geo.  3,  c  141,  s.  1,  the  collec- 
tors are  directed  to  collect  the  assessed  taxes,  in  equal  moieties,  within  twentf-one  days  after 
the  10th  of  October  and  the  5th  of  April ;  but  with  a  proviso,  that  nottiine  therem  con- 
tained shall  be  construed  to  alter  the  time  when  the  duties  are  made  payable  by  the  pre- 
vious acts.  The  quarter's  house-tax  due  from  the  appellant  on  the  26th  of  December  was 
not  demanded  till  the  11th  of  April  following,  and  he  did  not  pay  it  before  the  20th  of 
July: — 

Jaw,  that  the  quarter's  assessed  taxes,  which,  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23,  became  pay- 
able on  the  20th  of  December,  are  taxes  which,  in  the  language  of  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  90, 
have  become  payable  before  the  succeeding  5th  of  January,  although  no  demand  for  pay- 
ment has  been  previously  made ;  and  that  therefore  the  appellant  was  not  entitled  to  oe 
placed  on  the  register. 

The  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  court,  by  the 
revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  Westminster :  — 

Case.  The  appellant  claimed  in  respect  of  certain  property  occu- 
pied by  him  in  the  parish  of  St  Clement  Danes,  to  have  his  name 
inserted  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  at  the  election  of  mem- 
bers to  serve  in  parliament  for  the  city  of  Westminster ;  his  claim 
was  free  from  all  objections,  except  one,  namely,  that  he  had  made  a 
default  in  payment  of  assessed  taxes.  Under  the  Reform  Act,  the  2 
Will.  4,  c.  45,  no  person  could  be  put  upon  the  register  unless  he  had 
paid  on  or  before  the  20th  of  July  all  assessed  taxes  which  should 
have  become  payable  from  him,  in  respect  of  the  premises,  previously 
to  the  6th  of  April  then  next  preceding.  By  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  90, 
the  period  of  permissible  arrear  is  enlarged,  for,  by  that  act,  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  claimant  hath  paid  on  or  before  the  20th  of  July  all  assessed 
taxes  which  shall  have  become  payable  from  him  in  respect  of  the 
premises  previously  to  the  5th  of  January  in  the  same  year.  Assessed 


1  22  Law  J  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  35 ;  16  Jur.  1159.    Appeal  from  Revising  Barrister's 
Conrl 
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taxes  appeared  to  me  payable  quarterly,  on  the  20th  of  June,  the  20th 
of  September,  the  20th  of  December,  and  the  20th  of  March  in  each 
year.  The  Instructions  to  the  collectors  represent  the  assessed  taxes 
as  payable  quarterly,  and  require  them  to  be  collected  and  recovered 
forthwith  whenever  there  is  danger  that  a  tax  may  be  lost ;  a  copy  of 
their  instructions  was  laid  before  me,  and  it  appeared  by  them  and 
from  other  evidence  that,  to  save  expense  and  to  promote  convenience, 
assessed  taxes,  although  payable  quarterly,  were  in  general  collected 
only  half-yearly,  by  equal  moieties,  at  Michaelmas  and  at  Lady- 
day.  It  was  proved  that  the  collector  always  received  quarterly  pay- 
ments voluntarily  tendered,  and  foi^  such  quarterly  payments  gave 
quarterly  discharges.  The  appellant  was  returned  a  defaulter  under 
the  12th  section  of  the  Registration  Act,  6  Vict  c.  18,  for  not  having 
paid,  on  or  before  the  20th  of  July,  1852,  the  quarterly  house-tax  of 
the  20th  of  December,  1851,  and  in  point  of  fact  it  was  proved  that  * 
he  did  not  pay  the  tax  until  the  30th  of  July,  although  the  same  was 
demanded  of  him  on  the  11th  of  April.  I  held  that  the  quarterly 
house-tax  of  the  20th  of  December,  1851,  was,  under  the  11th  &  12 
Vict.  c.  90,  payable  from  the  ^pellant  previously  to  the  5th  of  Janu- 
ary last,  and  as  he  had  allowed  the  20th  of  July  to  expire  without 
satisfying  the  demand,  I  rejected  his  claim.  The  appellant  urged 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  quarterly  house-tax  of  the  20th  of  December 
was  not  actually  demanded  previously  to  the  5th  of  January,  it  was 
therefore  not  payable  previously  to  that  day ;  but  I  did  not  assent  to 
that  proposition.  The  appellant  urged  also  that  it  was  enough  for 
him  to  have  paid  his  assessed  taxes  down  to  the  20th  of  September ; 
but  I  held  the  contrary. 

If  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  shall  be  of  opinion  that,  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  appellant  to  have 
paid,  on  or  before  the  20th  of  July,  the  house-tax  of  the  20th  of  De- 
cember last,  he  will  in  that  event  be  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted 
in  the  said  list  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Westminster.  Several  appeals 
depend  upon  the  judgment  which  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  may 
deliver  upon  this  case ;  these  appeals  ought,  therefore,  to  be  consoli- 
dated. 

KinglaJeCj  Serg.,  (Keane  with  him)  for  the  appellant  First,  the 
tax  was  not  payable  quarterly,  but  by  half-yearly  instalments,  and, 
therefore,  in  the  present  case  was  not  due  untU  after  the  fifth  of  Janu- 
ary. By  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23,  the  assessed  taxes  are  made 
payable  by  quarterly  instalments ;  but  the  3d  rule  of  the  48  Geo.  3, 
c.  141,  says,  that  they  shall  be  collected  by  moieties  within  twenty- 
one  days  after  the  10th  of  October  and  the  5th  of  April  in  each  year. 
.Upon  these  two  statutes,  it  is  contended  that  for  all  common  pur- 
poses the  taxes  are  to  be  collected  half-yearly,  and  that  the  proviso 
contained  in  the  latfer  act,  giving  power  to  the  collector  to  demand, 
receive,  or  levy  the  taxes  under  the  old  statutes,  was  only  intended  to 
be  acted  upon  in  cases  of  emergency.  This  construction  is  consist- 
ent with  the  general  practice,  which  is  to  demand  two  quarters' 
assessed  taxes  in  September  and  March.     Applying  this  construction 

24* 
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to  the  words  of  the  Reform  Act,  2  Will,  4,  a  45,  s.  27,  "  all  taxes 
which  shall  have  become  payable,"  mean  taxes  which  are  to  be  paid 
half-yearly,  and  not  quarterly.  The  Irish  Act,  2  &  3  Will.  4,  c.  88,  s.  7, 
affords  a  farther  argument  in  favor  of  this  view.  Secondly,  suppos- 
ing  the  tax  to  have  been  payable  quarterly,  yet  for  the  purpose  of 
disfranchisement  it  was  not  payable  until  demanded ;  here  no  de- 
mand  was  made  before  the  5th  of  January.  The  43  Geo.  3,  c.  99, 
s.  12,  imperatively  requires  demand  within  ten  days  after  the  taxes 
are  payable,  and  the  33d  section  gives  a  power  to  distrain  in  case  of 
refusal 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  That  is,  they  cannot  collect  forcibly  until  after  de- 
mand.] 

The  Reform  Act  abolishes  scot  and  lot  voters,  and  imposes  upon 
the  substituted  class  the  condition  of  payment  of  taxes ;  but  in  the 
case  of  scot  and  lot  payers  demand  was  necessary  before  disfran- 
chisement of  the  voters.      Gullen  v.  Morris,  2  Stark.  577. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  No  period  was  fixed  for  the  payment  of  scot  and 
lot] 

On  one  or  other  of  these  ground^  this  claim  should  have  been 
admitted. 

Wordsworth,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  heard. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  In  my  opinion  the  revising  barrister  put  a  right  con- 
struction upon  the  statutes  relating  to  the  collection  of  taxes,  and, 
therefore,  properly  rejected  the  vote.  The  real  question  is,  whether  this 
tax  was  payable  on  the  20th  of  December,  or  on  the  20th  of  March,  or 
only  on  demand.  When  you  come  to  look  at  the  acts  of  parliament, 
no  difficulty  arises  whatever.  The  words  themselves  explain  their 
meaning.  By  the  first  act,  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  99,  s.  12,  the  assessment 
was  to  be  made  yearly,  and  payment  was  to  be  demanded  within  ten 
days  after  the  taxes  became  payable.  The  second  act,  the  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  161,  8.  23,  fixes  specifically  the  days  oh  which  the  tax  is  payable,  and 
expressly  says,  that  it  shall  be  paid  by  quarterly  instalments  on  the  20th 
of  June,  the  20th  of  September,  the  20th  of  December,  and  the  20th 
of  March ;  and  then,  to  avoid  the  hardship  of  the  collector  pouncing 
upon  the  tax-payer  and  putting  his  powers  in  force  without  further 
notice,  the  statutes  provide  that  a  certain  demand  must  be  made, 
within  a  certain  time  after  the  debt  becomes  due,  before  levy  or  exe- 
cution by  seizing  the  goods.  Then,  by  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  141,  direc- 
tions are  given  for  collecting  the  taxes  in  moieties,  namely,  one  moiety 
before  the  10th  of  October,  or  within  twenty-one  days  thereafter, 
and  the  other  moiety  before  the  5th  of  April,  or  within  twenty-one 
days  thereafter;  and  in  order  to  avoid  any  ambiguity,  there  is  an 
express  proviso  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  be  construed  to 
"  alter  the  times  or  proportions  at  which  the  saiS  dikties  are  payable," 
and  it?  shall  be  lawful  to  demand,  receive  or  levy  the  same  according 
to  the  previous  acts.  It  is  said  that  there  are  expressions  in  the  sta- 
tute which  represent  the  time  of  payment  and  levy  as  identical,  that 
is,  after  the  half  year  has  expired.    Bat  the  answer  to  that  is,  if 
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you  levy,  you  compel  payment  by  compulsory  means,  and  payment 
so  enforced  necessarily  supposes  a  previous  demand,  because  the  act 
of  parliament  which  gives  the  power  to  compel  the  payment  by  such 
means  requires  that  previous  to  the  levy  there  should  be  a  demand. 
As  to  a  previous  demand  being  necessary,  the  answer  to  that  follows 
immediately  from  what  has  been  said.  The  tax  is  made  payable 
quarterly  by  the  statute,  and  is,  therefore,  payable  without  demand, 
although  it  cannot  be  enforced  without  such  demand.  The  voter, 
therefore,  has  not  paid  his  taxes  in  due  time,  and  is  not  entitled  to 
vote.   Therefore,  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in  rejecting  the  claim. 

Maule,  J.  I  entirely  agree  with  the  lord  chief  justice.  The  ques- 
tion is,  what  are  the  taxes  which  have  become  due  before  the  5th  of 
January.  That  must  depend  upon  the  statutes  imposing  the  tax. 
Now,  the  statute  expressly  provides  that  the  tax  "  shall  be  paid  "  and 
"  payable  quarterly."  Then  there  are  some  provisions  in  the  act 
with  respect  to  calling  upon  the  collector  to  collect  them  half-yearly, 
that  is,  not  to  let  them  go  over  the  half  year.  But  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  him  from  collecting  them  sooner  if  he  pleases,  although 
such  is  not  the  general  practice.  This  is  the  clear,  simple,  and  plain 
sense  of  the  words ;  and  I  doubt  whether  any  thing  but  serious  incon- 
venience, which  I  think  there  is  not  in  this  case,  could  justify  us  in 
saying  that  any  thing  else  was  meant  The  words  of  the  act  are  so 
plain  that  it  is  impossible  to  put  any  other  meaning  upon  them  with- 
out doing  violence  to  the  language.  If  the  act  of  parliament  says 
that  20^.  are  to  be  paid,  you  cannot  call  it  255.  or  15^.  without  doing 
violence  to  the  language  of  the  act  itself.  If  one  act  of  parliament  says 
that  the  taxes  shall  be  payable  in  December,  and  another  act  says 
that  all  taxes  payable  before  the  5th  of  January  shall  be  paid,  you 
must  understand  those  simple  words  in  the  same  sense  in  both  acts. 
The  consequence  is,  that  the  voter  has  not  complied  with  the  condi- 
tion which  the  act  imposes  on  the  right  to  vote,  and,  therefore,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  exercise  it. 

Talfourd,  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words  are 
quite  clear,  and  no  inconvenience  can  arise  which  could  justify  our 
putting  any  other  construction  on  them. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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Collins,  appellant ;  Thomas,  Town  Clerk  of  the  Borough  of  Tewks- 

^bury,  respondent^ 

NoYomber  12,  1852. 

Parliament  —  Borough  Franchise  —  Meaning  of  the  word  "  there- 
with »  _  2  Will  4,  c.  45,  s.  27. 

The  appellant  claimed  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  occnpation  of  premises  described  as  a  "  house 
and  warden,"  and  held  under  the  same  landlord,  at  one  entire  rent  The  house  alono 
would  not  let  for  10/.,  and  the  garden  was  separated  from  it  by  waste  land  and  a  row  of 
buildings :  — 

Hdd^  that  the  word  "  therawith"  in  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act  had  reference  to 
time  and  not  to  locality,  and  that,  therefore,  tlie  circumstance  of  the  garden  being  separate 
from  the  house  did  not  invalidate  the  qualification,  as  the  house  udone  would  not  have 
let  for  10/. 

Case.  At  the  court  held  before  the  barrister  appointed  to  revise 
the  lists  of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Tewksbury,  for  the  revision  of 
the  lists  of  voters  for  the  said  borough,  on  the  12th  of  October,  1852, 
John  Collins  objected  to  the  name  of  James  Beesley  being  retained 
on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  for  the  said  borough,  in  respect 
of  the  occupation  of  premises  described  on  the  list  as  "house  and 
garden,"  on  the  ground  that  the  garden  was  separate  and  apart  from 
the  house. 

The  party  objected  to  occupies  a  house  in  Chance-street,  within 
the  borough  of  Tewksbury.  He  is  also  a  tenant,  under  the  same 
landlord,  of  garden  ground  (also  within  the  borough  of  Tewksbury), 
which  is  not  immediately  adjoining  the  house,  but  the  house  and  the 
piece  of  garden  ground  were  both  taken  of  the  same  landlord,  at  the 
same  time,  and  at  one  entire  rent.  The  garden  ground  is  at  the  back 
of  the  voter's  house,  and  not  more  than  forty  yards  distant  from  it  in 
a  direct  line ;  but  between  the  house  and  the  garden  ground'there  is 
some  waste  land  and  a  row  of  buildings,  and  to  get  to  the  garden 
ground  the  voter  must  go  out  of  his  front  door  into  Chance-street, 
and  along  the  public  road  for  not  more  than  sixty  yards,  then  turn  to 
the  right  and  go  along  another  public  road  for  not  more  than  forty 
yards,  to  the  gate  leading  into  the  garden  ground.  The  garden 
ground  is  allotted  amongst  the  tenants  of  the  houses  in  Chance-street, 
each  tenant  having  a  separate  allotment,  which  is  included  in  and 
forms  part  of  his  tenancy.  The  house  and  the  piece  of  garden  ground, 
let  with  it  are  together  worth  more  than  10/.  per  annum,  but  the 
house  alone  is  not  of  the  annual  value  of  10/.  The  revising  barrister 
decided  that  James  Beesley  occupied  a  house  and  land  of  sufficient 
value  to  entitle  him  to  have  his  name  retained  on  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  said  borough,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  2  Will.  4, 


1  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.  s.)  C.  P.  88 ;  17  Jur.  26.     Appeal  from  Revising  Barristei^tf 
Court. 
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c.  45,  s.  27,  and  retained  his  name  accordingly.  If  the  court  should 
be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  name  of  the  said  James  Beesley  is  to 
be  expunged  from  the  said  list  of  voters,  and  also  the  names  of  other 
voters,  who  were  also  objected  to.  The  appeals  against  the  decision 
in  respect  of  their  names  were  consolidated. 

Kerr,  for  the  appellant.  The  question  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
the  expression  "  therewith  "  in  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act  ? 
Has  it  reference  to  time  or  locality  ?  In  Capell  v.  The  Overseers  of 
Asian,  8  Com,  B.  Rep.  1 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  28,  Wilde, 
C.  J.,  threw  out  a  suggestion  that  it  meant  ^<  local  contiguity  "  ;  and 
this,  it  is  submitted,  is  the  right  construction,  being  the  only  one 
which  satisfies  the  rule  that  every  word  should  have  a  meaning  and 
value  if  possible.  If  "  therewith "  is  held  to  mean  contemporane- 
ously, it  is  a  surplusage,  for  the  words  "  occupied  by  him  as  tenant 
under  the  same  landlord"  imply  that;  and  this  consequence  will 
further  follow,  that  although  the  tenant,  if  he  were  to  cover  the  land 
with  a  building,  cannot  join  the  building  and  the  house  so  as  to  gain 
a  vote.  Powell  v.  Price,  4  Ibid.  105 ;  s.  c.  16  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  6. 
P.  139,  yet  he  can  join  the  land  if  there  be  no  building. 

[Maule,  J.  The  words  of  the  act  are  very  plain ;  the  voter  must 
occupy  the  house  and  land  at  the  same  time  within  the  borough, 
under  the  same  landlord.] 

Pashley,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  heard. 

Per  Curiam} 

Decision  affirmed^  with  costs. 
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Noyember  8,  1852. 

Company —  Unilateral  Contract — Execution — Right  to  sue — 7  (^  8 

Vict.  c.  110,  s.  44. 

By  a  deed  made  between  L.  and  his  wife  of  the  first  part ;  the  defendant  of  the  second ;  the 
plaintiffs,  a  joint-stock  company,  of  the  third,  and  tne  trustees  of  the  company  of  the  fourth, 
m  consideration  of  2002.  advanced  to  L.  by  the  company  on  the  execution,  L.  and  the  de< 
fendant  covenanted  to  pay  an  annuity  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  L.  should  keep  on  foot  a 
policy  on  his  own  life,  and  one  upon  his  wift^s.  L.  and  his  wife  further  granted  to  the 
trustees  their  interest  in  certain  freehold  property,  upon  trust  to  pay  thereout,  by  sale  or 
otherwise,  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  ana  pay  over  the  surplus  moneys  received  to  the 
parties  entitled  thereto.  In  an  action  of  covenant  by  the  company  agamst  the  defendant 
for  the  non-payment  of  the  annuity,  and  for  not  keepmg  on  foot  the  policies,  the  defendant, 
after  setting  out  the  deed  on  oyer,  pleaded  that  it  was  a  contract  made  on  behalf  of  a  com- 


*  Jehvis,  C.  J.,  Maule,  J.  and  Talpourd,  J. 
9  22  Law  J.  Hep.  (n.  b.)  C.  F.  51 ;  16  Jar.  1158. 
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pletely  registered  joint-stock  company,  ander  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  44,  and  that  it  waa 
void  because  it  was  not  executed  with  the  formalities  thereby  required :  — 

Hdd^  that  the  plea  was  bad,  the  contract  not  being  one  made  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and 
being  a  unilateral  one,  on  which  the  covenantee  might  sue  without  executing  it 

Covenant  on  an  indenture  made  between  Loder  and  his  wife  of 
one  part,  the  defendant  of  the  second  part,  the  plaintiffs,  a  joint- 
stock  company,  of  the  third,  and  the  trustees  of  the  company  of 
the  fourth  part,  for  non-payment  of  an  annuity,  and  for  not  keeping 
on  foot  a  policy  of  insurance  on  Loder's  life,  and  another  on  the  life 
of  his  wife. 

Plea — setting  out  the  indenture  on  oyer  as  follows: — "This  inden- 
ture, made  the  6th  of  February,  1851,  between  W.  Loder  and  E.  D.,  his 
wife,  of  the  first  part ;  W.  Browne,  the  defendant,  of  the  second  part ; 
the  British  Empire  Mutual  Life  Assurance  Company  of  the  third  part, 
and  R.  Cartwright,  F.  Cuthbertson,  J.  Gover  and  W.  Groser,  the  gene- 
ral trustees  of  the  said  company,  —  and  which  said  trustees  and  the 
surviv6rs  and  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs,  &c.,  so  far  as  regards  the  real 
estate  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them, 
69;.,  with  respect  to  the  personal  estate  hereinafter  mentioned,  are  desig- 
nated by  and  included  in  the  expression,  where  the  same  is  hereinafter 
used,  of  *  the  said  trustees,'  —  of  the  fourth  part  Whereas  the  said 
W.  Loder  hath  requested  the  said  company  to  advance  to  him  the  sum 
of  200/.,  which  they  have  agreed  to  do  on  his  granting  to  them  in  con- 
sideration thereof  an  annuity  of  82/.  5s,  6d.  for  the  term  of  three 
years,  if  the  several  persons  hereinafter  in  that  behalf  named,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  shall  so  long  live,  to  be  payable  and  secured  as 
hereinafter  mentioned.  Now,  this  indenture  witnesseth  that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  200/.  sterling  to  the  said  W.  Loder,  upon  the 
execution  hereof  paid  by  the  said  company,  the  receipt  whereof  is 
hereby  acknowledged,  they,  the  said  W.  Loder  and  W.  Browne,  do, 
and  each  of  them  doth  hereby  for  himself  and  themselves  and  their 
respective  heirs,  &c.,  jointly  and  severally  covenant  and  agree  with 
the  said  company,  their  successors  and  assigns,  that  the  said  W.  Lo- 
der, his  heirs,  &c.,  shall  and  will  pay  unto  the  said  company,  their 
successors  or  assigns,  an  annuity  of  82/.  5^.  6d.  sterling,  during  the 
term  of  three  years,  to  commence  from  the  1st  of  February  inst,  if 
T.  Smith,  J.  Martin,  H.  Gover  and  F.  L  Timms,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  shall  so  long  live,  and  to  be  paid  on  the  first  day  of  each  year 
of  the  said  term,  without  any  deduction  thereout  The  first  pay- 
ment thereof  to  be  made  on  the  1st  of  February  next,  and  the  last 
payment  thereof  on  the  1st  of  February,  1854,  if  the  said  term  should 
so  long  continue.  That  the  said  W.  Loder,  his  heirs,  &c.,  shall  and 
will,  until  the  whole  of  the  said  annuity,  and  all  arrears  thereof,  and 
all  costs  and  charges  incident  thereto,  shall  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied, 
keep  on  foot  the  two  several  policies  of  assurance  whic|^  the  said 
W.  Loder  has  effected  with  the  said  company,  on  the  lives  of  himself 
and  of  his  said  wife,  for  200/.  each,  dated  the  4th  of  February,  and 
numbered  respectively  3,756  and  3,757,  which  he  has  this  day  de- 
posited with  the  said  company  for  better  securing  the  due  payment 
thereon,  then  that  the  said  trustees  may  pay  the  same,  and  that  he. 
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the  said  W.  Loder,  his  heirs,  &c.,  shall  upon  demand  repay  to  them 
the  amount  of  the  moneys  so  paid.  That  for  the  considerations  afore- 
said, and  for  the  better  securing  the  said  annuity,  they,  the  said 
W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  so  far  as  regards  their  estate  and 
interest,  or  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  said  W.  Loder,  in  right  of 
his  said  wife  expectant  upon  and  to  take  effect  upon  the  decease  of 
M.  A.  Maslin,  the  mother  of  the  said  E.  D.  Loder,  do,  and  each  of 
them  doth,  hereby  grant,  bargain,  &c.,  the  said  trustees,  all  that  their 
sixth  part  or  share,  and  all  other  their  share  and  interest  of  and  in  all 
that  freehold  messuage,  &c.,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  parish  of 
Winkfield,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  and  now  in  the  occupation  of  the 
said  M.  A.  Maslin,  or  her  tenants,  and  all  ways  and  appurtenances  there- 
to belonging,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  them,  the 
said  W.  Loder  and  of  his  said  wife,  or  of  either  of  them,  to  the  same, 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  premises  unto  the  said  trustees  forever, 
subject  as  hereinafter  mentioned.  That,  for  the  consideration  afore- 
said, they,  the  said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  so  far  as  regards 
their  estate  and  interest  or  the  estate  and  interest  of  the  said  W.  Lo- 
der, in  right  of  his  said  wife,  expectant  as  aforesaid,  do,  and  each  of 
them  doth  bargain,  sell,  and  assign  unto  the  said  trustees  all  that 
their  sixth  part  or  share,  and  all  other  their  share  and  interest  of  and 
in  all  that  leasehold,  messuage,  or  tenement  and  premises  situate  and 
being  in  Wardour-street,  Soho,  in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  and 
now  in  the  occupation  of,  &c. ;  and  also  all  other  the  share  and  inter- 
est whatsoever,  present  and  ifuture,  of  them,  of  and  in  all  moneys, 
estate,  and  effects  whatsoever  which  they  are,  or  either  of  them  is  in 
any  way  entitled  to,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  C.  Maslin,  deceased,  the  father  of  the  said  E.  D.  Loder,  dated  on 
or  about  the  19th  day  of  November,  1839,  and  all  the  right,  title,  &c., 
whatsoever  of  them,  the  •said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  or  either 
of  them,  to  the  said  hereby  assigned  premises,  to  have  and  to  hold  the 
said  leasehold  premises  unto  the  said  trustees  for  all  the  residue  of  their 
term  and  interest  therein,  save  the  last  day  thereof,  and  all  other  the 
said  personal  estate,  unto  the  said  trustees  forever.  And  it  is  hereby 
agreed  and  declared,  that  the  said  trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of 
and  interested  in  the  said  premises,  upon  trust  for  securing  the  due 
payment  of  the  said  annuity,  and  for  that  purpose  upon  trust  that  if 
the  said  annuity,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  at  any  time  be  in  arrear 
for  seven  days  after  the  days  hereinbefore  appointed  for  the  payment 
thereof,  by  and  out  of  the  said  hereby  assigned  premises,  or  by  mort- 
gage or  absolute  sale  thereof  by  public  auction  or  private  contract, 
without  any  previous  notice,  or  by  all  or  any  of  the  said  ways  or 
means,  at  their  discretion,  to  levy  and  raise  such  sum  and  sums  of 
money  as  shall  be  necessary  for  paying  and  satisfying  the  said  annuity 
and  all  costs  and  charges  which  the  said  company  or  the  said  trus- 
tees shall  or  may  sustain,  expend,  or  be  put  unto  by  reason  of  the 
non-payment  thereof  or  otherwise  in  execution  of  the  trusts  thereof, 
and  do  and  shall  pay  and  apply  the  money  so  to  be  levied  and  raised 
in  and  towards  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  said  arrears  and  the 
accruing  payments  of  the  said  annuity,  and  all  costs  and  charges, 
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iand  pay  the  residue  (if  any)  unto  the  parties  entitled  to  the  same. 
That  all  contracts,  mortgages,  &C.,  and  things  which  shall  be  entered 
into,  made  and  executed  by  the  said  trustees,  of  or  concerning  the 
said  hereby  assured  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  be  as  valid  and  effectual  in  law  as  the  same  would 
have  been  if  the  said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  their  or  either  of 
their  heirs,  &c.,  had  actually  joined  in  and  executed  the  same.  That 
the  said  trustees  shall  not  be  answerable  for  any  loss  which  may 
happen  through  their  own  wilful  default ;  and  that  the  receipt  or  re- 
ceipts of  them,  the  said  trustees,  for  any  moneys  payable  to  them  by 
virtue  hereof,  shall  sufficiently  discharge  the  persons  paying  the 
same,  and  who  shall  not  be  liable  to  see  to  the  application  of  such 
moneys,  nor  be  answerable  or  accountable  for  the  loss  or  misapplica- 
tion thereof,  nor  be  obliged  to  inquire  or  ascertain  whether  such  mort- 
gages or  sales  as  shall  have  been  made  by  the  said  trustees  by  virtue 
hereof  shall  have  been  necessary  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes  here- 
inbefore mentioned.  And  for  the  better  enabling  the  said  trustees  to 
have,  receive,  and  take  the  hereby  assigned  premises,  they,  the  said 
W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  do  and  each  of  them  doth  hereby 
irrevocably  nominate,  constitute,  and  appoint  the  said  trustees  their, 
his,  and  her  true  and  lawful  attorneys  and  attorney,  to  ask,  demand, 
sue  for,  and  recover,  receive,  and  take  the  payment,  transfer,  and 
assignment  of  the  said  hereby  assigned  premises,  and  every  part  and 
parcel  thereof,  and  on  receipt  thereof  to  make,  sign,  and  give  such 
receipts,  releases,  and  discharges  in  law  for  the  same  as  shall  be 
necessary,  and  in  default  thereof  to  commence  and  prosecute  with 
effect  all  such  actions,  suits,  and  other  proceedings  at  law  and  in 
equity  for  the  recovery  thereof  as  the  said  attorney  shall  be  advised, 
and  generally  to  do  and  perform  all  and  every  such  further  and  other 
acts,  &cc.f  in  the  premises  as  he  or  they  shall  think  fit  And  the  said 
W.  Loder,  for  himself  and  his  said  wife,  and  their  respective  heirs, 
&CC,,  doth  hereby  covenant  and  declare,  to  and  with  the  said  trustees, 
that  they  have,  or  one  of  them  now  hath  in  himself  or  herself  full  power  • 
and  absolute  authority  to  charge  all  and  singular  the  said  premises 
hereby  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  said  annuity,  and  convey 
and  assure  the  said  premises  as  aforesaid.  That  the  said  premises 
shall  be  holden  and  enjoyed  without  any  hindrance,  interruption,  claim, 
or  demand  whatsoever  from  or  by  them,  the  said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D. 
his  wife,  or  either  of  them,  or  either  of  their  heirs,  &c.,  or  any  other 
person  whomsoever,  and  that  free  and  clear,  &c.,  and  discharged  by 
them  the  said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  their  or  either  of  their 
heirs,  &c.,  of,  from  and  against  all  and  all  manner  of  former  estates, 
titles,  &c.  That  they  the  said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D.  his  wife,  their  and 
each  of  their  heirs,  &c.,  and  every  other  person  lawfully  and  equitably 
claiming  any  estate,  right,  title,  or  interest  whatsoever  into  or  out  of 
the  said  premises  hereby  charged  or  conveyed  and  assured,  or  any 
part  thereof,  shall  and  will  at  aU  times  hereafter,  upon  every  reason- 
able request  of  the  said  trustees,  but  until  such  mortgage  or  sale  shall 
be  made,  at  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  W.  Loder  and  E.  D. 
his  wife,  or  one  of  them,  their  or  one  of  their  heirs,  &c.,  and  after  such 
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sale  or  mortgage,  then  at  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  persons  requir- 
ing the  same,  make,  do,  and  execute  all  such  further  and  other  reason- 
able acts,  deeds,  matters,  and  things  whatsoever,  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  more  effectually  charging,  gfanting,  mortgaging,  and  assuring 
the  said  hereby  assured  premises  unto  the  said  trustees,  or  any  mort- 
gagee or  purchaser  thereof.  That  when  and  so  soon  as  by  the  expir- 
ation or  other  sooner  determination  of  the  said  term  of  three  years, 
the  annuity  hereby  granted  shall  cease  to  be  payable,  and  all  arrears 
thereof,  and  all  other  sum  and  sums  of  money  due  and  payable  to 
the  said  trustees  shall  have  been  fully  paid  and  satisfied,  then  these 
presents,  and  every  thing  herein  contained  shall  cease  and  be  void, 
but  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  any  act,  deed,  matter,  or  thing 
which  shall  in  the  meantime  have  been  made  and  done  by  virtue 
hereof.  In  witness  whereof,"  &c.  The  plea  then  alleged,  that  before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  supposed  indenture,  the 
plaintiffs  were,  and  from  thence  hitherto  have  been,  and  still  are  a 
joint-stock  company,  completely  registered  under  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment, 7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  entitled,  "  An  Act  for  the  Registration  Incor- 
poration, and  Regulation  of  Joint-Stock  Companies,"  and  that  the 
said  supposed  indenture  and  the  covenant  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned was  a  contract  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  said  joint- 
stock  company  so  completely  registered  as  aforesaid,  and  was  not, 
nor  is  it,  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  any  article  the  payment 
or  consideration  for  which  did  not  nor  does  not  exceed  the  sum 
of  60/.,  or  for  any  service  the  period  of  which  did  not  or  does  not 
exceed  six  months,  and  the  consideration  for  which  did  not  or  does 
not  exceed  50/.,  and  was  not,  nor  is  it,  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promis- 
sory note.  That  the  said  contract,  indenture,  and  covenant  was  not, 
nor  is  it,  signed  by  two  of  the  directors  of  the  said  company,  and 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  thereof,  or  signed  by  any  officer  of  the 
said  company  on  its  behalf,  thereunto  expressly  authorized  by  any 
minute  or  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  applying  to  the  parti- 
cular case ;  whereby,  and  by  force  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made, 
the  said  contract,  indenture,  and  covenant  was  and  is  void  and  inef*- 
fectual,  except  as  against  the  plaintiffs,  being  the  company  on  whose 
behalf  the  same  has  been  made.     Verification. 

Demurrer,  stating  for  grounds,  that  the  matters  of  defence  therein 
pleaded,  do  not  constitute  any  defence,  for  that  they  do  not  make  the 
said  indenture  void  and  ineffectual  against  the  plaintiffs;  that  the 
requisites  therein  alleged  are  iiot  necessary  for  such  an  indenture; 
that  the  indenture  is  not  a  contract  within  the  meaning  of  the  enact- 
ment of  the  statute  referred  to  in  the  said  plea,  &c. 

Willesj  for  the  demurrer.  This  plea  is  founded  on  the  Joint-Stock 
Companies  Act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  s.  44,^  which  for  the  purpose  of 

*  "  That  every  such  contract  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  two,  at  least,  of  the 
directors  of  the  company,  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  be  entered  into,  and  shall  be 
sealed  with  the  common  seal  thereof,  or  signed  by  some  officer  of  the  company  on  its 
behalf,  to  be  thereunto  expre^y  authorized  by  some  minute  or  resolution  of  the  board 
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regulating  contracts  entered  into  on  behalf  of  joint-stock  companies 
completely  registered  under  the  act  (except  contracts  for  the  purchase 
of  articles  not  exceeding  50Z.,  or  for  any  service  not  exceeding  the 
period  of  six  months  and  the  amount  of  50/.,)  enacts,  that  every  such 
contract  shall  be  in  \rating,  and  signed  by  two  at  least  of  the  direc- 
tors of  the  company  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  be  entered  into, 
and  shall  be  sealed  with  the  common  seal  thereof,  or  signed  by  some 
officer  of  the  company  on  its  behalf,  to  be  thereunto  expressly  autho- 
rized by  some  minute  or  resolution  of  the  board  of  directors  applying 
to  the  particular  case ;  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  such  requisites,  or 
any  of  them,  any  such  contract  shall  be  void  and  ineifectual,  except 
as  against  the  company  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have  been 
made.  The  contract  declared  upon  in  this  case,  and  set  out  in  the 
deed,  is  not  one  which  comes  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  as 
it  is  an  unilateral  one,  which  does  not  bind  the  company  to  do  any 
thing.  But  for  the  case  of  Ridley  v.  TJie  Plymouth^  Src,  Grinding  and 
Baking  Company^  2  Exch.  Rep.  711 ;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch. 
252,  there  would  have  been  no  doubt  about  the  matter.  It  was  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  give  the  company  the  power  to  sue,  that  they 
should  have  executed  the  deed.  • 

[  Maule,  J.  If  execution  was  a  condition  precedent,  then  the  plain- 
tiffs should  have^hown  it 

Jervis,  C.  J.  And  as  I  understand  the  act,  there  could  be  no  exe- 
cution except  in  the  form  given  by  the  statute.] 

But  execution  is  not  a  condition  precedent,  and  unilateral  contracts 
are  not  within  the  statute.  Looking  at  all  the  cases  together,  it  is 
clear  that  covenantees,  who  can  sue,  must  sue,  and  that  covenantees 
may  sue  although  they  have  not  executed,  unless  execution  be  a  con- 
dition precedent.  The  case  of  a  lease  is  the  single  exception.  So- 
prani V.  Skurroy  Yelv.  18 ;  Pitman  v.  Woodbury y  3  Exch.  Rep.  4 ;  Rose 
V.  PouUony  2  B.  &  Ad.  822 ;  s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  K.  B.  5. 

Hugh  Hilly  contra.  This  contract  is  one  which  comes  within  the 
44th  section  of  the  act,  and  is  therefore  void  as  against  the  company ; 
and  they  cannot,  therefore,  sue  upon  it.     The  authority  of  the  class 


of  directors  applying  to  the  particular  case ;  and  that  in  the  absence  of  such  re(}nisites, 
or  of  any  of  them,  any  such  contract  shall  be  void  and  ineffectual  (except  as  against  the 
company  on  whose  behalf  the  same  shall  have  been  made)  ;  and  that  every  such  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  any  article,  the  consideration  of  which  doth  not  exceed  the 
sum  of  50^,  or  for  any  services,  the  period  of  which  doth  not  exceed  six  months,  and 
the  consideration  for  which  doth  not  exceed  50/.,  entered  into  on  behalf  of  any  joint- 
stock  company,  completely  registered  under  this  act,  may  be  entered  into  by  any 
officer  authorized  by  a  general  by-law  in  that  behali*;  and  that  every  such  contract, 
whether  under  seal  or  not,  shall  immediately  af^Br  the  same  shall  have  been  entered 
into,  be  reported  to  the  secretary  or  other  appointed  officer  of  the  company  on  whose 
behalf  the  same  shall  have  been  entered  into,  who  shall  enter  the  same  into  proper 
books  to  be  kept  for  that  purpose ;  and,  that  if  any  such  contract  be  not  so  reported 
and  entered,  then  the  officer  by  whose  default  such  contract  shall  not  be  so  reported  or 
entered,  shall  be  liable  to  repay  to  the  company  on  whose  behalf  such  contract  may  be 
made  the  amount  of  the  consideration  agreed  to  be  paid  by,  or  on  behalf  of  such  com- 
pany in  respect  of  such  contract." 
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of  cases  which  are  cited  in  Wetherell  v.  Lang^ston^  1  Exch.  Rep.  634 ; 
8.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  338,  and  which  show  that  a  cove- 
nantee  may,  and  must,  sue,  though  no  covenant  has  been  entered  into 
by  him,  is  admitted ;  and  it  is  also  admitted  that  under  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  the  signature  of  the  party  sought  to  be  charged  is  suffi- 
cient. But  the  contract  here  is  clearly  one  made  on  behalf  of  the 
company  ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  necessary  to  show  that  the  requisites 
of  the  Joint-Stock  Companies  Act  have  been  complied  with.  Here 
the  trustees  of  the  company  are  empowered  to  sell  certain  property  to 
pay  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  and  are  directed  to  pay  over  the  sur- 
plus to  the  party  entitled.  Therefore,  although  there  is  no  positive  act 
to  be  done  which  would  form  a  ground  of  action  against  the  company, 
still  the  trustees  have  certain  duties  to  perform,  which  shows  that  the 
contract  was  one  made  on  behalf  of  the  company.  There  are  ex- 
ceptions made  in  this  act  with  respect  to  certain  contracts,  and  all 
cases  not  coming  within  those  exceptions  must  be  taken  to  be  sub* 
ject  to  the  general  provisions. 

[Maule,  J.  Was  execution  by  this  company  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  the  terms  of  the  deed  ?] 

Either  execution  or  assent  was  necessary ;  and  the  deed,  having 
been  entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  not  having  been 
executed  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  act,  is  void  under  the  44th 
section  of  the  act. 

Willes,  in  reply. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
judgment  It  is  admitted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
statute  applies  only  to  cases  of  contracts  entered  into  on  behalf  of 
the  company,  but  it  is  contended  that  a  more  general  application 
should  be  given  to  those  words,  because  they  are  followed  by  an  ex- 
ception, and  that  every  case  not  within  the  exception  must  come 
within  the  general  rule.  Now,  the  section  of  the  act  in  question  says 
that  contracts  shall  be  executed  in  a  particular  form,  besides  having 
the  other  legal  requisites,  and  that,  if  they  are  not  so  executed,  they 
shall  be  void,  except  as  against  the  company.  Is  this  a  contract 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  company  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  it  is 
not.  On  the  deed  set  out,  the  question  is,  whether,  in  effect,  the  con- 
tract is  on  behalf  of  the  company.  It  is  contended  that  it  is,  because 
there  is  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  of  the  company  to  do 
certain  things.  I  apprehend  that  is  not  the  true  meaning  of  the  deed. 
The  meaning  is,  that  a  sum  of  money  is  to  be  advanced,  and  an  an- 
nuity is  to  be  granted  for  the  repayment,  and  there  is  a  condition  that 
certain  property  is  to  be  sold,  to  pay  the  arrears  of  the  annuity.  That 
is  not  a  covenant  on  the  part  pf  the  company,  but  a  condition  of  the 
grant  of  money.  In  effect,  it  is  an  engagement  by  the  defendant  and 
others  to  pay  a  sura  of  money ;  and  it  is  equally  binding  whether  the 
company  executed  the  deed  or  not  In  every  case  in  which  a  com- 
pany makes  a  contract  to  do  something  in  consideration  of  which 
something  else  is  to  be  done,  then  the  contract  is  to  be  made  in  the 
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manner  pointed  out  by  the  act,  in  addition  to  the  usual  formalities. 
If  it  be  not  so  made,  the  company  is  to  be  bound,  but  not  the  other 
party.  That  applies  only  to  the  performance  of  conditions  by  the 
company.  But,  in  the  present  case,  the  contract  being  unilateral,  and 
not  made  on  behalf  of  the  company,  the  statute  does  not  apply. 

Maule,  J.  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  Perhaps  the 
object  of  the  section  is  not  very  clear ;  but  the  words  are  clear  enough. 
We  must  consider  whether,  apart  from  the  act,  this  be  a  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  company.  It  is  a  covenant  to  pay  certain  moneys  to 
certain  covenantees.  The  deed  having  been  executed,  it  became  com- 
petent to  them,  without  doing  any  act^  to  sue  on  the  covenant.  That 
is  enough  to  show  that  the  contract  was  not  one  made  on  behalf  of 
the  company.  So  far  I  have  considered  the  case  simply  with  respect 
to  the  general  effect  of  the  deed.  With  respect  to  its  particular  form, 
there  is  no  doubt  at  all  that,  in  whatever  w^ords  the  meaning  of  parties 
may  be  embodied,  the  meaning  being  the  same,  the  words  make  no 
difference. 

Talfourd,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  question  is, 
whether,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act,  the  contract  was  made  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  that  is,  whether  it  was  a  contract  by  which 
the  managers  of  the  company  professed  to  bind  it. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Winch  v.  Winch.^ 

Jonoary  20, 1852. 

* 

County  Court — Jurisdiction — Devastavit. 

In  an  action  in  the  county  court  to  recover  a  legacy,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict,  c  95,  s.  65,  as 
extended  by  the  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  61,  s.  1,  the  judge  has  jurisdiction  to  try  a  question  of 
dwastamt. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  judge  of  the  County 
Court  of  Kent,  upon  the  following  case:  —  '*  This  was  an  action  to 
recover  a  legacy  of  50/.,  the  plaintiff  having,  by  his  particulars,  aban- 
doned any  excess  on  account  of  interest  Charles  Winch,  the  father 
of  the  plaintiff,  died  on  the  7th  January,  1850,  having  by  his  will, 
dated  the  13th  September,  1849,  devised  and  bequeathed  certain  real 
estate,  and  all  his  residuary  personal  estate,  to  Mary  Batcliffe  and  the 
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defendant,  Amy  Winch,  upon  trust,  to  convert  the  seune  into  money, 
and  therewith  to  pay  his  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
an^  in  the  next  place  to  pay  the  following  legacies,  namely,  to  the 
said  Amy  Winch,  50/. ;  to  each  of  his  sons,  Charles  Winch  and 
John  Winch,  50/.,  and  to  his  son  James,  201, ;  and  he  directed  that 
such  legacies  should  be  retained  by  and  paid  to  his  said  daughter 
and  sons  respectively,  as  soon  as  his  trustees  should  have  funds  in 
hand  sufficient  for  the  purpose ;  and  he  directed  his  trustees  to  pay 
the  residue  of  the  said  trust  funds  and  moneys  in  manner  in  his  will 
mentioned.  The  will  then  contained  the  following  words :  —  *  Whereas 
I  have  lent  my  son  Frederick  Winch,  or  otherwise  paid  or  advanced, 
for  his  use  and  benefit,  several  sums  of  money  to  a  very  large  amount, 
the  whole  of  which  I  have  forgiven,  with  the  exception  of  the  sum 
of  600/. ;  now  I  do  hereby  will  and  direct  that  the  trustees  and  execu- 
tors of  this  my  will,  shall  allow  him,  my  said  son  Frederick  Winch, 
the  period  of  six  years  to  pay  the  same,  without  interest ;  provided 
he,  my  said  son  Frederick  Winch,  shall  liquidate  such  debt  by  instal- 
ments of  not  less  than  50/.  in  each  of  the  first  five  years  of  such 
period  of  six  years,  the  first  instalment  to  be  paid  at  the  expiration 
of  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  day  of  my  decease ; '  and  the 
testator  appointed  the  said  Mary  Ratcliffe  and  Amy  Winch,  execu- 
trixes, and  he  empowered  them,  <  notwithstanding  any  thing  therein 
contained  which  might  appear  to  be  construed  to  the  contrary,  to 
compound  or  allow  time  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  or  debts  due  to 
his  estate,  whether  by  strictiy  legal  evidence  or  not,  and  to  settle  all 
accounts  between  him  and  any  person  or  persons,  on  such  terms  as 
they,  his  said  executrixes,  should,  in  their  discretion,  think  expedient, 
and  to  refer  any  matters  in  difference  relating  to  his  affairs  to  arbitra- 
tion.' Mary  Ratcliffe  renounced,  and  the  will  was  proved  by  Amy 
Winch  alone,  on  the  5th  February,  1850.  On  the  hearing  of  this 
cause,  assets  were  admitted  to  have  been  received  by  the  defendant, 
to  the  amount  of  2,638/.  It  was  also  admitted  that  she  had  paid  the 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  debts  of  the  testator,  to  the 
amount  of  2,735/.  It  was  also  admitted  that  no  money  had  been  paid 
by  Frederick  Winch  to  the  defendant  in  respect  of  his  debts,  but  that 
she  had  in  the  month  of  January,  1851,  commenced  an  action  of  debt 
against  him  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  of  Pleas,  and  obtained  final 
judgment,  in  an  undefended  action,  for  681/.  17s.  lOrf.,  besides  21/. 
12s.  Id.  for  interest.  The  judgment  was  obtained  on  the  26th  Febru- 
ary, 1851,  but  the  defendant  did  not  take  any  further  proceedings  un- 
der the  judgment,  until  the  25th  January,  1852,  when  ^fi.fa.  was 
issued,  and  the  stock  in  trade  and  effects  of  Frederick  Winch  (who 
was  a  trader  at  Margate),  were  seized.  The  execution  was,  however, 
defeated  by  the  subsequent  bankruptcy  of  Frederick  Winch.  The 
plaintiff,  under  these  circumstances,  sought  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  assets,  alleging  that  she,  the  defendant,  was  Hable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  devastavit.  The  court,  however,  doubting  its  jurisdic- 
tion, gave  judgment  for  the  defendant;  against  which  the  plaintiff 
appeals.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  court  is,  whether,  un- 
der the  65th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  as  extended  by  the  13 
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&  JL4  Vict,  c.  61,  the  judge  of  the  county  court  has  juriadiction  to 
charge  the  defendant,  under  the  above  circumstances,  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  legacy." 

Byles^  Sergt,  for  the  appellant.  The  plaintiff  contended,  before  the 
county  court  judge,  that  the  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  a  devctstor 
vit ;  but  the  judge  doubted  whether  he  had  jurisdiction  to  try  a  ques- 
tion of  devastavit^  and  therefore  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant. 
In  this  the  judge  was  wrong.  The  9  &  10  Vict  c  95,  s.  65,  enacts 
that  "  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  under  this  act  shall  extend 
to  the  recovery  of  any  demand  not  exceeding  20Z.,  which  is  the  whole 
or  part  of  the  unliquidated  balance  of  a  partnership  account,  or  the 
amount  or  part  of  the  amount  of  a  distributive  share  under  an  intes- 
tacy, or  of  any  legacy  under  a  will;"  and  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  61,  s. 
1,  extends  the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  from  20L  to  50/.  The 
case  of  Pears  v.  Williams^  6  Exch.  833 ;  s.  c.  6  Eng.  Rep.  445,  decides, 
in  fact,  the  present  case,  for  it  was  there  held  that  a  residuary  bequest, 
although  payable  through  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  is  a  legacy 
within  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  65,  and  is  consequently,  when  not 
exceeding  50/.,  within  the  more  extended  jurisdiction  given  by  the  13 
&  14  Vict  c.  61,  s.  1.  The  jurisdiction  to  try  the  right  to  a  distribu- 
tive share  under  an  intestacy,  or  to  a  legacy,  must  necessarily  com- 
prehend the  power  to  inquire  into  any  waste  of  the  assets. 

The  court  called  on 

Channelly  Sergt.,  for  the  respondent  The  question  of  jurisdiction 
to  try  a  devastavit  has  never  been  determined.  In  the  present  case, 
the  defendant,  besides  being  an  executrix,  was  a  trustee,  and  had  no 
right  to  call  in  the  debt  at  an  earlier  period  than  that  fixed  by  the  tes- 
tator ;  and  she  had  besides  a  discretionary  power  "  to  compound  or 
allow  time  for  the  payment  of  any  debt" 

[M AULE,  J.  That  amounts  only  to  evidence  for  the  defendant  upon 
a  question  of  devastavit,] 

Jervis,  C.  J.  The  judge  must  clearly  try  the  question.  He  seems 
to  have  forgotten  the  old  maxim  "  to  amplify."  It  would  be  better 
always,  where  a  judge  entertains  only  doubts  as  to  his  jurisdiction, 
and  no  party  questions  his  jurisdiction,  if  he  were  to  exercise  it 
There  must  in  this  case  be  a  new  trial,  but  as  the  point  was  raised, 
not  by  the  parties,  but  by  the  judge  alone,  it  will  be  without  costs. 

New  trial  accordingly. 
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MooRB,    appellant;    The    Overseers   of   the    Parish   of    Caris- 

BROOKE,  respondents.^ 

NoYcmber.  17,  1852. 

ChurUy  Registration — Value  of  Estate — Mortgage. 

Mortgage  interest  may  be  apportioned  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  freehold 
is  of  the  annual  vafae  of  40is.  above  all  chaxges ;  and  therefore  a  freeholder  is  entitled  to 
be  registered  as  a  TOter  for  the  county  in  respect  of  freehold  land  in  the  county  of  the 
annual  yalue  of  5/.,  although  such  land  is,  with  other  land  of  the  annual  value  of  50^.,  sub- 
ject to  a  mortgage  for  300^,  the  interest  of  which  is  15/.  a  year. 

The  following  case  was  stated  by  the  revising  barrister  for  the  Isle 
of  Wight :  —  "  John  Moore,  the  appellant,  objected  to  the  name  of 
James  Sanders  being  retained  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  parish 
of  Carisbrooke.  The  name  of  *the  said  James  Sanders  stood  thus  in 
the  register  of  voters : — '  Sanders,  James,  —  Carisbrooke  —  Freehold 
land — Carisbrooke  Field,  called  Edward's  Land.'  It  was  proved 
that  the  said  James  Sanders  was  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  freehold 
land,  as  above  described,  of  the  annual  value  of  5/.,  but  that  this  land 
was,  with  other  land,  of  the  annual  value  of  50/.,  belonging  also  to  the 
said  James  Sanders,  mortgaged  for  a  sum  of  300/.,  and  that  the 
interest  payable  on  such  mortgage  amounted  to  the  sum  of  15Z.  by 
the  year.  The  sole  objection  made  to  the  said  James  Sanders  being  on 
the  register  was,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  freehold  estate  of  the 
yearly  value  of  405.  above  ail  charges,  inasmuch  as,  such  portion  of 
the  said  mortgaged  premises  being  liable  to  the  whole  of  the  yearly 
interest,  such  interest  could  not,  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  the 
franchise,  without  the  consent  of  the  mort^gee,  be  ratably  appor- 
tioned upon  the  whole  property  contained  in  the  mortgage.  The 
revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  mortgage  interest  could  be 
so  apportioned,  and  he  therefore  retaiif^d  the  name  of  the  said  James 
Sanders  on  the  list  of  voters.  If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
the  said  decision  was  erroneous,  the  name  of  the  said  James  Sanders 
was  to  be  expunged  from  the  register  of  voters." 

PoiddeUy  iat  the  appellant  The  interest  on  the  mortgage  could 
not  be  apportioned ;  it  is  payable  out  of  aU  the  mortgage  land,  and, 
therefore,  the  land  in  respect  of  which  the  vote  is  claimed  is  liable  to 
the  whole  of  the  yearlv  interest  of  15/.,  and  consequently  is  not  worth 
405.  a  year  clear  of  all  charges.  The  revising  barrister  had  no  juris- 
diction to  inquire  into  the  value  of  the  other  lands  which  were  also 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  but  his  power  was  limited  to  the  freehold  in 
the  county  in  respect  of  which  the  right  of  voting  was  claimed. 

Jervis,  C.  J.     According  to  your  argument,  a  man  may  have  a 
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freehold  estate  of  the  annual  value  of  1,000^,  and  yet  be  not  entitled 
to  vote  if  there  be  a  mortgage  on  it,  though  only  for  100/.,  if  the 
interest  on  the  mortgage  should  exceed  the  annual  value  of  that  por- 
tion of  the  land  in  respect  of  which  the  voter  qualifies.  Why  cannot 
the  interest  be  apportioned^ 

Maule,  J.  A  person  may  have  two  plots  of  land  in  two  adjoining 
counties,  each  worth  AL  a  year,  and  the  two  mortgaged  together  for 
a  sum  of  money,  the  interest  of  which  might  be  3Z.  a  year ;  and  if 
the  appellant's  argument  were  right,  such  person  would  not  be  enti* 
tied  to  vote  for  either  county.  In  the  present  case  the  estate  is  sub* 
stantially  of  the  annual  value  of  40/.,  clear  of  all  charges,  and  the 
freehold,  in  respect  of  which  the  right  of  voting  in  question  is 
claimed,  is  of  the  annual  value  of  one  eleventh  part  of  the  whole 
estate.  Now,  an  eleventh  part  of  40/.  a  year  is  more  than  40*.  a 
year.     The  voter,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  be  registered. 

Decision  affirmed. 


James  v.  Isaac  and  others.^ 

November  10,  1852. 

Satisfaction  of  Contract  by  a  Stranger  —  Rescinding  Contract  •— 

Pledding. 

To  an  action  in  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  work  and  labor,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  the  debt 
accrued  to  the  plaintiff  under  an  ^igreemcnt,  by  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  defend- 
ants to  execute  certain  works,  on  certain  terms,  set  out  in  me  plea ;  mat  the  plaintiff,  after 
he  had  commenced  the  works,  stopped  the  same  until  another  agreement  was  made  with 
the  plaintiff  and  one  T.  P.,  set  out  m  the  plea,  and  by  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the 
said  T.  P.,  for  certain  considerations,  to  finish  ihe  said  works ;  that  the  consideration  money 
under  the  last  amement  was  paid,  anft  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same  from  the  said 
T.  P.  in  full  performance  of  such  agreement ;  and  that  the  plamtiff  accepted  the  last-men- 
tioned agreement,  and  the  performance  thereof  by  the  said  T.  P.,  in  satisfaction  and  dis- 
charge of  the  said  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants :  — 

Htidj  a  bad  plea  on  general  demurrer. 

Indebitatus  assumpsit  for  work  and  labor,  and  on  an  account 
stated.  Plea,  by  two  of  the  defendants,  as  to  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration,  that  the  said  money  in  that  count  mentioned,  accrued  due 
to  the  plaintiff  mider  a  certain  agreement,  made  on  the  1st  Septem- 
ber, 1847,  between  him  and  the  defendants,  whereby  the  plaintiif 
agreed  with  the  defendants  to  execute  and  perform  all  the  works 
necessary  in  the  erection  of  a  church  in  the  parish  of  Malpas,  in  the 
county  of  Monmouth,  agreeably  to  certain  plans,  specification,  and 
detail  of  the  same,  numbered  from  1  to  15  inclusive,  provided  for 
that  purpose  by  one  John  Pritchard,  Esq.,  architect,  the  whole  of  the 
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said  works  to  be  performed  for  the  sum  of  1,140/.,  and  to  the  entire 
satisfaction  of  the  said  John  Pritchard,  the  architect  therein'  engaged. 
And  the  said  defendants  further  say,  that  after  the  making  of  the 
said    agreement  the  plaintiff  commenced  the   said  works  and  the 
said  building  of  the  said  charch,  according  to  the    said  plans  and 
specification,  and  continued  and   proceeded    with  the   same   until 
the  Ist  August,  1850,  when  the  said  works  and  the  said  building  of 
the  said  church  were  finished  and  completed.     And  the  said  defend- 
ants further  say,  that,  during  the  progress  of  the  said  works  and  of 
the  said  building,  and  before  the  18th  February,  1850,  divers  sums  of 
money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  680/.,  were 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  under  the  said  agreement,  and  by  the  plaintiff 
received,  as  instalments  of  the  said  sum  of  1,140/.,  for  and  in  respect 
of  the  said  works  and  building  of  the  said  church  as  aforesaid ;  that 
after  the  plaintiff  had  so  received  the  said  sum  of  680/.,  and  before 
the  said  18th  February,  1850,  to  wit,  on  the  26th  January,  1850,  the 
plaintiff  discontinued  the  said  works  and  the  said  building  of  the 
said  church,  and  refused  to  continue  the  same,  or  to  allow  the  same 
to  be  proceeded  with,  until  he  received  payment  of  certain  further 
sums  of  money,  to  wit,  amounting  to  320/.,  as  instalments  of  the  said 
sum  of  1,140/.,  for  and  in  respect  of  the  said  building  of  the  said 
church.     And  the  said  defendants  further  say,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
then  stop  the  said  works,  and  the  same  remained  so  stopped  until  a 
certain  day  and  year,  to  wit,  the  18th  February,  1860.     And  the  said 
defendants  further  say,  that  thereupon,  from  and  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  a  certain  agreement  was  made 
between  tlie  plaintiff  and  one  Thomas  Prothero,  of,  &c.,  which  said 
agreement  was,  and  is,  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to 
say — «  Whereas  I,  Benjamin  James,  of  the  town  of  Newport,  builder, 
having  agreed  to  erect  the  new  church  at  Malpas,  mentioned  in  the 
within  specification  and  accompanying  drawings,  for  the  sum  of 
1,140/.,  have  proceeded  with  the  said  work,  and  the  building  is  now 
roofed  and  covered  in,  and  I  have  received  on  account  thereof  the 
sum  of  680/. ;  and  whereas,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  200/.,  to 
be  paid  to  me  by  Thomas  Prothero,  of  Malpas-court,  as  follows  — 
60/.  now  down,  the  receipt  of  which  I  acknowledge ;  of  50/.  more  on 
the  4th  day  of  March  next ;  of  50/.  more  on  the  18th  day  of  March 
next;  and  the  remaining  60/.  on  the  4th  day  of  April  next — I  do 
hereby  agree  with  the  said  Thomas  Prothero  to  complete  and  finish 
in  all  respects  the  said  new  church,  according  to  the  said  plans  and 
specification,  so  that  the  same  shall  be  ready  for  consecration  and 
opening  on  the  1st  day  of  May  next,  and  further,  that  for  the  sum 
that  will  remain  unpaid  to  me  for  erectihg  and  completing  the  said 
church,  I  will  accept  and  depend  on  such  subscriptions  as  have  been 
promised,  or  can  be  raised  to,  and  by,  the  Rev.  W.  D.  Isaac ;  and 
further,  that  the  expense  of  the  steeple  in  the  turret,  and  of  the  two 
additional  windows  in  the  chancel  over  the  communion-table,  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  subscriptions  of  Mrs.  Phipps  and  the  Rev.  Tho- 
mas Prothero.     Dated  the  18th  February,  1860."      That  the  said 
Benjamin  James,  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  is  the  plaintiff  in 


298  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS,  1852. 

James  v.  Isaac. 

this  suit,  and  that  the  said  Rev.  Thomas  Prothero,  in  the  said  agree- 
ment also. mentioned,  was  another  and  different  person  from  the  said 
Thomas  Prothero,  party  to  the  said  agreement;  and  that  the  said 
Thomas  Prothero,  party  to  the  said  agreement,  did,  on  the  said  4th 
March,  and  on  the  18th  March,  and  on  the  4th  April,  1850  (all  which 
days  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit),  respectively,  pay 
to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  150/.,  making  up  in  the  whole,  with  the 
said  sum  of  50/.  in  the  said  agreement  mentioned,  and  thereby  ac- 
knowledged to  be  paid,  the  sum  of  200Z.  in  the  said  agreement  men- 
tioned ;  and  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  received  the  same  of,  and  from, 
the  said  Thomas  Prothero,  in  full  and  complete  performance  of  the 
said  agreement  so  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 
Thomas  Prothero  as  aforesaid.  That  the  plaintiff  accepted  and 
received  the  last-mentioned  agreement,  and  the  performance  thereof 
by  the  said  Thomas  Prothero,  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said 
agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  so  made  as  afore- 
said, and  of  the  performance  thereof  by  the  defendants.  Verification. 
Special  demurrer  thereto,  on  the  ground,  inter  alia^  that  the  plea 
amounted  to  the  general  issue. 

Lushj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  plea  shows  that  there  was 
an  executory  agreement,  under  which. the  work  was  done,  and  that, 
before  the  defendants  became  indebted,  something  took  place,  which, 
if  it  amounts  to  any  thing,  would  have  the  effect  of  making  the  de- 
fendants never  indebted.  If  the  plea  admits  any  thing  to  have  been 
due,  it  does  not  avoid  it  by  showing  a  satisfaction.  The  plea  is  also 
bad  on  general  demurrer. 

Raymond^  contra.  In  the  first  place,  the  plea  cannot  be  objected  to 
on  special  demurrer,  as  the  Common-law  Procedure  Act,  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  76,  s.  51,  has  abolished  special  demurrers.  The  act  is  retro- 
spective, and  applies  to  demurrers  which  were  pending  at  the  time 
the  act  passed.^ 

[The  court  said  they  would,  if  necessary,  consult  the  other  judges 
on  this  point,  but  they  wished  the  plea  to  be  argued  first  as  on  gene- 
ral demurrer.] 

The  plea  is  good  in  substance ;  it  sufficiently  shows  that  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  look  to  a  particular  party  for  his  remuneration,  instead 
of  looking  to  the  defendants.  With  respect  to  the  agreement  being 
made  by  the  plaintiff  with  a  third  person,  the  case  of  Belshaw  v. 
Bush^  17  Jur.  67 ;  s.  c.  ante^  p.  269,  shows  that  that  is  no  objection, 
and  that  satisfaction  of  a  debt  by  a  stranger  may  be  adopted  and 
relied  on  by  the  defendant  in  bar  of  the  action. 

[  Maule,  J.  In  Belshaio  v.  Bush^  the  court  said  that  it  appeared  to 
them,  in  that  case,  that  the  bill  given  by  Mr.  Bush  must  be  taken  to 


^  The  arguments  on  this  point  have  been  omitted,  as  in  this  case  it  l)ecame  after- 
terwards  unnecessary  to  decide  it ;  and  the  point  has  been  since  determined  in  Pinhom 
V.  Sonster,  16  Jur.  1001 ;  s.  c.  post 
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be  a  conditional  payment  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  that  it 
might  be  adopted,  and  had  been  adopted,  by  the  defendant.  To 
make  the  present  case  analogous  to  that,  it  must  be  shown  that  the 
contract  was  purported  to  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendants, 
and  that  they  have  adopted  it.] 

It  is  submitted  that  these  defendants  might,  and  have  adopted  this 
agreement, 

[As  to  the  plea  not  amounting  to  the  general  issue,  Smart  v.  Hyde^ 
8  M.  &  W.  723,  was  cited.] 

Lush^  in  reply,  was  directed  by  the  court  to  confine  his  argument 
to  the  question  of  the  plea  being  sufficient  in  substance.  This  case 
is  verv  different  from  that  of  Belshaw  v.  Bush,  for  here  there  is  no 
accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  first  contract ;  but  before  any  debt  is 
due  under  it,  a  new  contract  is  made  with  a  stranger,  the  effect  of 
which,  if  any  thing,  is  to  rescind  the  first  contract.  Now,  to  rescind  a 
contract,  both  the  parties  to  it  must  consent. 

[Maule,  J.  Is  there  nothing  in  the  plea  to  show  that  Prothero  was 
not  acting  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  so  as  to  enable  the  defend- 
ants afterwards  to  adopt  it  ?] 

No ;  nothing  of  the  kind ;  he  does  not  profess  to  be  acting  for  the 
defendants ;  and,  for  aught  that  appears  to  the  contrary,  the  defend- 
ants still  may  hold  the  plaintiff  liable,  under  the  first  contract,  to  build 
the  church.  The  agreement  with  Prothero  is  wholly  a  collateral 
agreement 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  think  that  is  an  answer  to  it.  The  plea  is  bad  in 
substance,  and  it  becomes  therefore  unnecessary  for  us  to  decide  the 
question  with  respect  to  the  special  demurrer. 

Maule,  Cresswell,  and  Talfourd,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Barrow  and  others,  appellants ;  Buckmaster,  respondent^ 

November  17  and  20,  1852. 

Parliament  —  County  Vote  —  Apportionment  of  Bent  Charge  — 
Charges  — 8  Hen.  6,  c.  7  — 10  Hen.  6,  c.  2  — 18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5. 

The  owner  of  freehold  land,  on  which  was  a  rent-charge,  granted  a  part  of  it  in  fee,  subject 
to  a  certain  proportion  of  the  rent^ai^.  The  conveyance  contained  covenants  by  the 
grantor  to  pay,  and  to  indemnify  the  grantee  against  the  remainder ;  there  was  also  a  power 
of  distress  to  the  grantee  over  the  residue  of  the  land  in  case  he  were  compelled  to  pay 

1 17  Jut.  117. 
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more  than  his  proportion.    The  rent-charge  was  thus  fairly  apportioned,  and  the  residne 
of  the  land  was  sufficient  to  meet  its  proportion :  — 

Hdd,  that  in  estimating  the  ralne  of  the  grantee^s  land  with  reference  to  the  county  franchise, 
the  apportioned  part  only  of  the  rent-charge  was  to  be  deducted  from  the  annual  yalue ;  for 
that  the  "  charges  "  to  bo  deducted,  under  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  and  the  subsequent  statutes, 
were  such  as  were  ultimately  payable  out  of  the  land,  and  not  what  were  primarily  charged 
upon  it 

Semble,  tliat  in  the  absence  of  the  covenant  of  indemnity  and  power  of  distress,  the  same  de- 
duction only  would  be  made,  the  rent-charge  being  apportionable,  at  least  in  equity. 

The  following  case  was  stated  by  the  revising  barrister  for  the 
southern  division  of  Lancashire:  —  "  Henry  Buckmaster  objected  to 
the  names  of  Corbyn  Barrow*  and  seven  others  being  retained  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  township  of  Hulme,  upon  the  same  state  of 
facts  and  upon  the  same  points  of  law,  and  the  appeals  are  accord- 
ingly consolidated.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows :  —  The 
several  persons  whose  names  are  objected  to,  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  a  vote  in  respect  of  an  undivided  share  of  two  freehold  houses 
which  they  each  held.  The  ground  upon  which  these  houses  stand, 
forms  part  of  a  plot  of  ground  which  was,  on  the  31st  July  last,  and 
still  is,  charged  with  and  liable  to  an  original  chief  rent,  being  a  per- 
petual yearly  rent  of  14/.  Is.  7d.,  payable  out  of  the  same  to  an  origi- 
nal grantor,  with  the  usual  power  of  distress.  The  fee-simple  of  the 
plot  of  land  in  question,  subject  to  the  chief  rent  above  mentioned, 
became  vested  in  C.  D.,  J.  L.,  and  G.  W.,  who  granted  that  portion 
of  it  on  which  the  two  houses  stand  in  fee-simple  to  the  parties 
claiming  to  vote,  and  others,  to  the  number  of  ten  altogether,  as 
tenants  in  common.  The  deed  by  which  such  grant  was  made,  reci- 
ted that  the  said  C.  D.,  J.  L.,  and  G.  W.,  were  seised  of  the  fee- 
simple  of  the  land  on  which  the  houses  stand,  *  subject,  nevertheless, 
with  other  hereditaments,  ipessuages,  and  premises  now  belonging  to 
the  said  conveying  parties,  to  a  perpetual  yearly  rent  of  14Z.  1*.  7cL^ 
The  deed  then  went  on  to  grant  the  land  on  which  the  two  houses 
stand  to  the  parties  above  named,  '  subject  only  to  a  proportion, 
namely,  the  sum  of  4/.  55.  of  the  said  yearly  rent.'  The  conveying 
parties  then  covenanted  to  pay  the  remainder  of  the  said  chief  rent 
of  14/.  Is.  7rf.,  namely,  the  sum  of  9/.  16s.  7rf.,  and  to  keep  the  grantees 
indemnified  against  all  losses,  damages,  expenses,  and  proceedings 
that  might  arise  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  the  said  9L  16s.  73., 
and  further  covenanted,  if  default  should  be  made  in  the  payment  of 
the  9/.  16s.  7d.,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  the  grantees  should  be  re- 
quired to  pay  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  that  thereupon  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  grantees  to  enter  and  distrain  for  so  much  as  should 
have  been  required  to  be  paid  upon  the  remainder  of  the  said  plot  of 
land.  The  grantees  then  covenanted  with  the  grantors  in  a  similar 
manner  that  they  would  pay  their  proportion  of  the  said  chief  rent  of 
14/.  Is.  7c?.,  namely,  the  sum  of  4/.  5^.,  and  gave  a  similar  indemnity 
and  power  of  distress  in  case  of  default  made.  The  objection  made 
to  these  parties  was,  that  their  freehold  share  of  the  two  houses,  was 
not  of  the  requisite  value  to  confer  a  vote.  If,  for  the  purpose  of 
conferring  a  vote,  the  annual  value  of  the  houses  is  to  be  calculat- 
ed, after  deducting  any  further  portion  of  the  original  chief  rent 
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charged  and  payable  as  aforesaid,  than  the  sum  of  4/.  5^.,  being  the 
proportion  above  named,  the  value  of  the  houses  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  confer  a  vote  on  the  parties.  If  no  further  portion  of  the 
original  chief  rent  than  the  said  sum  of  4L  5s,  was  to  be  taken  into 
account  by  way  of  deduction,  in  ascertainipg  the  value  of  the  houses, 
and*  the  houses  to  be  considered  for  that  purpose  as  liable  only  to 
the  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  4/.  5.y.,  the  value  of  the  houses  would 
be  sufficient  to  confer  a  vote  on  the  several  parties  hereunder  named. 
I  decided  that,  as  the  land  on  which  the  houses  stand  is  still  liable, 
in  conjunction  with  the  rest  of  the  plot,  to  the  whole  chief  rent  of 
14/.  Is.  7d.,  though  the  parties  have  a  collateral  indemnity  against 
the  payment  of  more  than  the  above-mentioned  portion  of  it,  the 
value  is  insufficient,  and  I  disallowed  the  votes,  and  removed  the 
names  from  the  register." 

Bylesy  Serg.,  (Aspland  was  with  him,)  Nov.  17,  for  the  appellants. 

[M AULE,  J.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  case  that  the  whole  land 
over  which  the  rent-charge  extends  is  of  sufficient  value  to  meet  it. 
It  was  then  agr^d  that  it  should  be  taken  that  the  whole  land  \^as 
sufficient,  and  that  the  part  not  conveyed  to  the  appellants  was  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  balance  of  9^  16^.  Id,^  and  that  ihe  rent-charge  had 
been  fairly  apportioned.] 

This  case  depends  on  the  construction  of  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7;  10  Hen. 
6,  c.  2 ;  and  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  and  closely  resembles  the  last.  —  Moore  v. 
The  Overseers  of  dmsbrooke,  17  Jur.  116 ;  s.  c.  ante^  p.  295.  In  that 
case,  after  the  mortgage  was  apportioned,  the  land  was  worth  more  than 
405.  a  year,  and  the  mortgagor  was  held  entitled  to  a  vote ;  and  there 
can  scarcely  be  a  distinction  drawn  between  a  mortgage  and  a  rent- 
charge.  The  question  to  be  considered  in  this  and  similar  cases  is 
simply  what  the  land  is  actually  worth  to  the  claimant  after  he  has  put 
in  motion  and  exhausted  all  the  remedies  he  has  in  respect  of  it  Ther^ 
is  here  an  express  covenant  to  indemnify  should  the  grantees  of  the 
land  be  compelled  to  pay  beyond  the  share  of  the  rent  charge  appor- 
tioned on  their  land ;  and  there  is  also  a  remedy  by  distress  given 
them ;  and  even  without  these  remedies  they  would  be  entitled,  if 
not  at  law,  at  least  in  equity,  to  have  the  charge  apportioned  and 
contribution  enforced.  Story's  Eq  Jur.,  ss,  474  et  seq. ;  Gary,  3 ; 
and  see  (hrtis  v.  Spitty,  1  Bing.  N.  C.  756.  And  the  result  is,  that 
each  portion  of  the  land  must  bear  its  share,  and  no  more.  This  has 
been  already  decided  in  the  case  of  a  mortgagor.  Moore  v.  Garis- 
brooke ;  The  Middlesex  case^  2  Peckw.  103 ;  Elliott  on  Elections,  84, 
2d  ed.  Suppose  a  man  were  to  grant  a  rent^charge  of  100/.  out  of 
land  worth  500/.  a  year,  and  then  to  devise  the  land  in  equal  portions 
to  five  persons,  though  the  share  of  each  would  be  100/.  a  year,  yet, 
if  the  revising  barrister's  decision  be  right,  not  one  of  the  five  would 
be  entitled  to  a  vote. 

Nov.  20.  Cowlings  for  the  respondent.  Before  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7, 
the  seisin  of  a  freehold,  of  whatever  amount,  and  however  charged, 
conferred  a  vote.     That  statute  laid  down  a  general  rule,  requiring  a 
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freehold  of  the  value  of  40^.  by  the  year,  above  all  charges.  The 
statute  must  be  construed  as  if  we  were  living  at  the  time  it  passed ; 
it  looks  only  to  the  issues  of  real  property ;  and  the  meaning  of  "  all 
charges "  must  be,  all  charges*  which  exist  as  legal  charges  on  the 
land,  being  "  payable  "  out  of  it,  whether  paid  or  not,  18  Geo.  2,  c.  18, 
s.  5 ;  and  this  includes  a  rent-charge  which  issues  out  of  the  land, 
though  it  may  override  other  lands.  Gilb.  Rents,  154.  The  power 
given  to  the  sheriff  of  examining  "  each  chooser,"  how  much  he  may 
expend  by  the  year,  confirms  this  view.  It  could  not  be  contemplated 
that  the  sherift  was  to  examine  into  such  a  complicated  matter  as  this 
would  be,  if  the  questions  as  to  whether  the  charges  had  been  duly 
apportioned,  and  whether  the  other  land  was  sufficient  to  meet  their 
proportion,  were  to  be  gone  into.  The  covenant  of  indemnity  here  is 
not  shown  to  bind  the  heirs,  or  there  might  have  been  no  arrange- 
ment at  all  with  the  owners  of  the  rest  of  the  land  overridden  by  the 
rent  charge.  Is  the  sheriff  to  examine  into  all  this  ?  If  so,  he  would 
in  many  cases  have  to  examine  other  persons,  but  the  act  only  men- 
tions the  examination  of  the  voter.  "  What  he  may  expend  "  cannot 
be  taken  literally ;  it  must  mean  what  he  can  expect  to  expend,  after 
providing  for  the  chargers  to  which  his  land  is  primarily  subject.  But 
the  matter  is  not  resinlegra',  the  statute  has  always  been  construed 
literally,  and  not  equitably,  that  the  voter  must  have  a  legal  estate  of 
40^.  above  all  charges.  Hey  wood  County  Elect,  62,  63 ;  see,  also, 
Shep.  &  War.  The  case  of  Moore  v.  The  Overseers  of  Carisbrooke, 
has  no  bearing  on  this  case.  The  case  of  mortgages  stands  on  pecu- 
liar grounds,  and  depends  entirely  on  the  7  &  8  Will.  3,  c.  25,  s.  7. 
Before  that  statute,  the  mortgagor,  when  the  mortgage  was  in  fee, 
had  no  vote,  however  great  the  ultimate  value  of  the  land  beyond  the 
charge.  That  statute  bore  peculiar  reference  to  mortgages.  The 
effect  of  it  was  to  convert  the  legal  into  an  equitable  charge.  Lite- 
rally, it  made  a  mortgage  no  charge  at  all,  and  it  was  so  decided  in 
The  Cficklade  case^  2  Peckw.  103,  note  ;  s.  c.  2  Lud.  Elec.  Gas.  471. 
All  the  consequences  of  the  mortgage,  being  merely  an  equitable 
charge,  follow.  It  is  not  primarily  a  charge  over  any  particular  part 
of  the  mortgaged  land,  but  is  equitably  distributed,  and  is  only  a' 
charge  on  any  particular  part  if  there  is  a  failure  as  to  the  interest 
See  TJie  Middlesex  casCj  2  Peckw.  103,  and  The  Bedfordsh}re  case,  2 
Lud.  Elec.  Cas.  452.  Rent-charges  must,  therefore,  be  considered 
with  reference  to  one  act — mortgages  with  reference  to  another. 

[Maule,  J.  The  stat  Will.  3,  gives  the  mortgagor  the  right  to 
vote,  leaving  the  qualification  as  to  value  to  be  computed  as  under 
the  old  act.] 

ByleSj  Sergt,  in  reply.  The  true  meaning  of  the  8  Hen.  6,  is  "  sa- 
tisfy the  sheriff  that  you  have  40^.  a  year  to  expend  out  of  the  land 
after  all  charges  have  been  duly  satisfied."  The  only  question  is,  has 
he  a  beneficial  interest  out  of  the  land  of  the  amount  of  40^.  Lee  v. 
HutchinsoUj  8  C.  B.  16,  s.  c.  1  Eng.  Rep.  329.  In  that  case,  at  p.  19, 
Maule,  J.,  says,  *'  Having  the  land  means  having  an  interest  in  it, 
legal  or  equitable ;  to  entitle  him  to  vote,  the  party  must  have  an  inte- 
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rest  in  land  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  40^. ; "  and  Williams,  J.,  at  p.  24, 
'  **  The  different  statutes  that  have  since  passed  upon  the  subject  pre- 
clude us  from  taking  the  strict  lawyer-like  view  of  the  word  '  charge,' 
in  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  and  compel  us  to  adopt  the  popular  meaning." 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  It  has  struck  me*  all  along  that  Lee  v.  Hutchinson 
was  decisive  of  the  question.] 

Whether  there  were  an  indemnity  against  the  rest  of  the  rent  or  not, 
the  law  would  apportion  the  charge,  and  the  sheriff  would  have  no 
difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  truth  of  the  voter's  qualification.  There 
is  no  distinction,  for  the  present  purpose,  between  a  rent-charge  and 
a  mortgage.  The  remedy  in  the  two  cases  is  similar— -in  the  one, 
ejectment  and  action ;  in  the  other,  distress  and  action. 

[He  also  cited  Webb  v.  Aston^  5  Man.  &  G.  30.] 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was 
wrong,  and  that  the  claimants  were  entitled,  under  the  circumstances, 
to  have  their  names  placed  on  the  register  of  voters.  The  case  does 
not  state,  but  it  is  admitted  that  it  must  be  taken,  that  the  residue  of 
the  land  is  sufficient  to  answer  the  balance  of  the  rent-charge  beyond 
the  4/.  6^.,  and  that  the  rent-charge  was  properly  apportioned.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  amount  which  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the 
annual  value  of  the  land  in  respect  of  which  the  votes  are  claimed  is 
4/.  55.,  and  not  the  full  sum  of  14/.  Is.  Id,,  which,  however,  no  doubt, 
is  issuing,  and  distraijfable  for,  out  of  every  inch  of  the  land.  It  is 
s  admitted  that  the  question  depends  on  what  is  the  true  construction 
of  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  modified  slightly  by  the  subsequent  statutes,  10 
Hen.  6,  and  18  Geo.  2.  By  the  original  statute  the  voter  must  have 
a  legal  freehold  of  405.  by  the  year,  above  all  charges.  What  this 
means  must  be  gathered  from  the  other  parts  of  the  statute,  which 
are  an  exposition  of  the  qualification  required ;  and  firom  them  we 
find  that  the  sheriff  is  to  examine  every  "  chooser,"  as  the  elector  is 
called,  "  how  much  he  may  expend  by  the  year."  The  correct  view, 
therefore,  of  the  statute  appears  to  me  to  be  that  taken  by  my  brother 
Byles,  namely,  what  is  the  result  after  exhausting  all  legal  remedies 
—  might  the  claimant  fairly  expect  to  have  a  sufficient  sum  then  left 
to  qualify  him  ?  If  the  rent-charge  were  apportioned  he  would  re- 
ceive Txiotp  than  405.,  and  he  might  therefore  tell  the  sheriff  he  h^d 
405.  by  the  year  to  expend.  But  it  was  objected  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  land  is  liable  to  the  charge  of  liL  Is,  Id,,  he  cannot  expend  405. 
But  though  he  is  legally  liable  to  pay  that  sum  in  the  first  instance, 
yet  he  will  be  entitled,  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  receive  an  apportion- 
ment from  the  Qwners  of  the  other  land  over  which  the  rent-charge 
extends,  and  after  he  has  taken  an  account  with  them  he  would  be 
able  to  expend  405.  I  did  not  quite  follow  Mr.  Cowling's  argument 
as  to  the  analogy  between  this  case  and  the  case  of  a  mortgage. 
When  once  the  statute  of  Will.  3  substituted  the  equitable  estate 
for  the  legal  freehold  required  by  the  former  acts,  then  the  same  rule 
attaches,  and  the  value  of  the  equitable  estate  required  must  be  the 
same,  and  calculated  in  the  same  way  as  that  of  the  legal  freehold. 
The  case  of  Moore  v.  The  Overseers  of  Ccmsbrooke,  decided,  that  in 
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the  case  of  an  equitable  estate  the  actual  legal  charge  was  not  to  be  de- 
ducted, but  that  the  substantial  value  of  the  land,  when  all  the  reme- 
dies had  been  exhausted,  is  what  must  be  looked  at,  and  the  same  rule 
must  apply  to  a  legal  estate.  Lee  v..  Hutchinson  confirms  this  propo- 
sition, that  the  substantial  value  is  to  be  looked  at,  and  that  the  owner 
of  the  land  has  a  right  to  a  vote  if  he  has  40^,  issuing  therefrom  in 
the  result. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  the  voter  is  within 
statute  8  Hen.  6,  namely,  that  he  is  in  a  position  to  expend  405.  by 
the  year.  It  was  pointed  out  by  my  brother  Byles,  and  not  disputed 
by  Mr.  Cowling,  that  notwithstanding  the  claimant's  land  might  be 
distrained  upon  for  14Z.  Is.  7d,  a  year,  yet  he  may  enable  himself  to 
spend  405.  out  of  this  land.  Mr.  Cowling,  however,  says  that  the 
meaning  of  that  statute  is,  not  that  he  must  be  able  to  expend  405. 
after  enforcing  all  his  remedies  and  rights,  but  that  he  must  have  405. 
beyond  any  thing  that  may  be  primarily  charged  upon  the  land ;  but 
Mr.  Cowling  has  not  shown  any  good  reason  why  that  should  be  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  intended  to 
poiht  out  the  requisite  pecuniary  means  of  the  voters,  and  not  the 
quantity  or  quality  of  their  estate ;  they  are  not  words  of  technical 
description,  but  of  a  popular  nature.  The  subject  of  inquiry  by  the 
sheriff  is  to  be  whether  "the  chooser  may  expend  405.  by  the  year" — 
words  less  technical  I  cannot  conceive.  On  *the  inquiry  the  voter 
would  say,  "  I  can  spend  405.,  for  although  I  may  have  to  pay  14/.  Is. 
7d.,  yet  I  can  get  back  9/.  I65.  7d.  from  other  persons,  and  then  I  have 
more  than  405.  left."  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  statute  has  been 
properly  expounded  by  my  brother  Byles.  The  main  argument  of 
Mr.  Cowling  has  no  direct  bearing  on  the  question  before  the  court 
The  whole  scope  of  that  argument,  as  far  as  I  could  understand  it, 
turned  on  the  statute  of  Will.  3,  (which  takes  away  the  right  of  vot- 
ing from  mortgagees  and  trustees  not  in  possession),  and  the  supposed 
general  analogy  between  this  case  and  that  of  a  mortgagor  claiming 
to  vote,  when  it  becomes  a  question  how  far  the  interest  he  has  to 
pay  may  be  the  subject  of  deduction.  Mr.  Cowling  argues  that  that 
analogy  is  not  a  valid  one ;  yet,  even  if  his  argument  were  logically 
correct,  still  it  would  leave  the  main  question  upon  the  construction 
of  the  8  Hen.  6  untouched.  Now,  although  I  think  the  view  which 
the  court  takes,  sufficiently  supported  by  the  direct  argument  derived 
from  the  construction  of  the  8  Hen.  6,  yet  I  may  also  add  that  I  think 
the  argument  of  Mr.  Cowling  invalid.  That  ingenious  argument 
turned  upon  this  mode  of  dealing  with  the  statute  of  Will.  3.  The 
statute  takes  away  the  right  of  voting  from  the  mortgagee  not  in  pos- 
session, and  says  that  the  mortgagor  shall  vote ;  and  that,  says  Mr. 
Cowling,  is  equivalent  to  turning  the  equitable  estate  into  a  legal  one, 
and,  by  so  doing,  conversely  turns  the  legal  liability  into  an  equitable 
liability  for  the  purposes  of  the  franchise ;  so  that,  in  effect,  the  mort- 
gagee's right  to  his  interest  (though  a  legal  charge  as  between  him- 
self and  the  mortgagor)  shall,  for  election  purposes  only,  be  an  equi- 
table right,  and,  as  it  were,  an  equitable  charge  on  the  land.     Thus, 
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having  got,  not  the  thing,  but  the  mere  words  into  the  act,  he  says  we 
must  deal  with  it  with  reference  to  the  word  "  equitable,"  and  that 
thus  the  charge  comes  to  be  equitably  distributed  over  the  whole  land. 
This  mode  of  dealing  with  the  statute  is  clearly  inadmissible.  You 
must  not  substitute  for  the  words  actually  used  other  words  capable 
of  some  meaning  which  you  wish  to  impose,  but  which  the  original 
words  would  not  admit  of,  and  then  deal  with  the  statute  as  if  it  act- 
ually contained  the  substituted  words.  I  am  the  more  satisfied  with 
the  view  I  take,  for,  giving  all  the  weight  to  Mr.  Cowling's  argument 
which,  if  valid,  it  could  have,  its  only  effect  is  that  of  diminishing  the 
weight  of  some  decisions  which  have  been  applied  to  the  present 
case,  such  as  Leev,  Hutchinson^  which  certainly,  in  a  great  measure, 
stibstantiates  this  view.  The  question  is  simply,  what  are  "  charges  " 
which  are  to  be  deducted?  The  8  Hen.  6,  clearly  intended  to  confine 
the  franchise  to  persons  possessed  of  a  certain  position  in  society  with 
respect  to  landed  property.  The  effect  of  that  statute  was  somewhat 
modified  by  subsequent  statutes ;  but  taking  the  statutes  together, 
after  all,  what  is  to  be  looked  to  is,  what  is  the  pecuniary  ability  of 
the  claimant  arising  out  of  the  land  after  all  his  rights  and  liabilities 
with  respect  to  it  have  been  adjusted  ?  If  he  has  then  40^.  by  the 
year  to  expend,  I  should  say  he  was  the  sort  of  man  the  statute 
intended. 

Williams,  J.  Both  from  the  principle  and  intention  of  the  sta 
tutes,  I  think  we  ought  not  to  look  further  than  the  amount  of  the 
charge  which  can  ultimately  fall  on  the  terre-tenant ;  and  looking 
thus  at  the  land  before  us,  it  appears  that,  v/hen  all  rights  have  been 
exercised  and  contribution  enforced,  any  amount  which  the  claimant 
can  be  called  upon  to  pay  will  not  diminish  his  interest  below  40^.  by 
the  year. 

Talfourd,  J.  I  think  the  ^<  charges  "  in  the  statute  are  to  be  taken 
to  mean  such  as  leave  the  parties  charged  able  to  expend  40^.  after 
they  have  been  properly  satisfied.  Mr.  Cowling  said  the  statute  must 
be  expounded  as  at  the  time  of  its  passing,  and  that  legal  estate  then 
only  was  contemplated.  But  the  inference  I  draw  is,  that  we  ought 
to  calculate  the  amount  issuing  out  of  the  land  after  all  practical 
deductions  have  been  made,  Lee  v.  Hutchinson  is  the  exact  converse 
of  this  case. 

Decision  reversed^  without  costs. 
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Foster  and  others  v.  The  Oxford,  Worcester,  and  Wolverhamp- 
ton Railway  Company.  ^ 

January  24,  1852. 

Company — Director  -r-  Contract  by^  with  Company — Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act^  8  4*  9  Vict.  c.  16,  ss,  85,  86. 

The  85th  section  of  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  VicL  c.  16,  enacts,  that 
"  no  person  interested  in  any  contract  with  the  company  shall  he  capable  of  being  a  direc- 
tor, and  no  director  shall  be  capable  of  being  interested  in  an^*  contract  with  the  com- 
pany daring  the  time  he  shall  be  a  director."  The  86th  section  enacts,  that  "  if  any 
director,  at  any  time  sabsequent  to  his  election,  be  either  directly  or  indirectly  concerned 
in  any  contract  with  the  company,  then  the  office  of  sach  director  shall  become  vacant,  and 
he  shall  cease  from  voting  or  acting  as  a  director : — 

Hdd^  that  if  a  contract  be  entered  into  by  a  director  with  the  cooipany  after  his  election,  it  is 
not  rendered  void,  bat  the  office  only  of  a  director  is  vacated. 

Covenant  by  three  plaintiffs  against  an  incorporated  company  for  not  accepting  goods  ac- 
cording to  a  mutual  agreement  under  seal.  Plea,  that  at  the  time  of  making  toe  agree- 
ment one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  a  director  of  the  company :  — 

Htld.,  bad  on  general  demurrer. 

Covenant.  The  declaration  stated  a  breach  of  covenant  by  the 
defendants,  in  not  accepting  a  certain  qaantity  of  iron  rails,  according 
to  articles  of  agreement  under  seal,  (which  were  set  out  at  length), 
by  which  the  plaintiffs  agreed  to  supply,  and  the  defendants,  incorpo- 
rated by  the  name  of  "  The  Oxford,  Worcester,  and  Wolverhampton 
Railway  Company,"  agreed  to  accept  and  pay  for,  17,560  bridge  rails. 
Plea,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  tHe  making  of  the  said  supposed 
articles  of  agreement,  and  of  the  contract  therein,  and  thereby  evi- 
denced and  expressed,  the  said  John  Barker,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  was 
a  director  of  the  said  Oxford,  Worcester,  and  Wolverhampton  Rail- 
way Company.     General  demurrer. 

Jan.  24.  Phipson^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  question  here 
turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  85th  section  of  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  16,  which  enacts,  "  that  no 
person  holding  an  office  or  place  of  trust  or  profit  under  the  company, 
or  interested  in  any  contract  with  the  company,  shall  be  capable  of 
being  a  director ;  and  no  director  shall  be  capable  of  accepting  any 
other  office  or  place  of  trust  or  profit  under  the  company,  or  of  being 
interested  in  any  contract  with  the  company,  during  the  time  he  shall 
be  a  director."  It  is  submi^d  that  this  does  not  avoid  the  contract, 
but  merely  disqualifies  the  director  who  enters  into  the  contract  from 
being  a  director,  and  therefore  that  the  plea  is  bad.  That  this  is  the 
true  construction  is  shown  by  the  86th  section,  in  connection  with 
which  the  86th  section  must  be  read.  The  86th  section  is,  "  If  any 
of  the  directors,  at  any  time  subsequent  to  his  election,  accept  or  con- 
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tinue  to  hold  any  other  office  or  place  of  trust  or  profit  under  the 
company,  or  be  either  directly  or  indirectly  concerned  in  any  contract 
with  the  company,  or  participate  in  any  manner  in  the  pronts  of  any 
work  to  be  done  for  the  company,  &c.,  then  in  any  of  the  cases  afore- 
said, the  office  of  such  director  shall  become  vacant,  and  thenceforth 
he  shall  cease  from  voting  or  acting  as  a  director."  From  this  it  is 
evident  that  the  legislature  contemplated  the  possibility  of  a  director 
continuing  to  hold  an  office  of  pront,  &&,  after  his  election  as  a  direc- 
tor, and  the  same  interpretation  must  apply  to  a  contract;  conse- 
quently a  contract  entered  into  by  him  would  not  be  void ;  but  in 
either  case  the  same  consequence  must  follow,  that  is,  the  office  of 
director  becomes  vacant. 

[M AULE,  J.  There  is  no  averment  in  the  plea  that  Barker  was  inte- 
rested in  the  contract  The  two  sections  taken  together  clearly  con- 
template that  a  director  may  take  an  office  of  profit  under  the  com- 
pany ;  but  that  if  he  does,  he  becomes  disqualified  to  act  as  a  director ; 
and  so  of  a  contract] 

Sect  87  shows  that  that  is  so ;  for  by  that  section  the  legislature 
clearly  points  out,  by  implication,  that  it  is  the  office  of  a  director 
that  is  vacated,  and  not  the  contract ;  for  it  says,  '^  Provided  always, 
that  no  person,  being  a  shareholder  or  member  of  any  incorporated 
joint-stock  company,  shall  be  disqualified  or  prevented  from  acting  as 
a  director  by  reason  of  any  contract  entered  into  between  such  joint- 
stock  company  and  the  company  incorporated  by  the  special  act ;  but 
no  such  director,  being  a  shareholder  or  member  of  such  joint-stock 
company,  shall  vote  on  any  question  as  to  any  contract  with  such 
joint-stock  company."  Now,  if  the  penalty  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture to  attach  in  general  on  a  director  being  interested  in  sl  contract 
^  with  the  company  had  been  the  vacating  of  the  contract,  the  proviso 
in  the  87th  section,  for  the  special  case  of  a  member  of  a  joint- 
stock  company,  would  have  been,  that  the  contract  in  such  a  case 
should  not  be  void;  not  that  the  member  of  the  joint-stock  company 
should  not  be  disqualified  as  a  director.  Taking,  therefore,  the  three 
sections  together,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  object  of  the  act  is 
to  render  a  person,  already  interested  in  a  contract  with  the  company, 
ineligible  for  a  director,  and  to  vacate  the  office  of  director  if  he  should 
subsequently  become  interested  in  a  contract,  but  in  neither  case  to 
avoid  the  contract 

Grat/i  contra.  By  the  85th  section  a  director  is  prohibited  from 
entering  into  a  contract  with  the  company,  and  consequently  the  con- 
tract, if  he  does  so,  is  void.  ?he  first  part  of  the  section  says  a  con- 
tractor shall  not  be  capable  of  being  a  director,  i.  e.  if  elected,  his 
election  is  void.  The  second  part  says  a  director  shall  not  be  capap 
ble  of  being  a  contractor,  i.  e.  if  a  contract  is  entered  into  by  him,  the 
contract  is  void.  And  there  is  sood  reason  for  holding  the  contract 
void ;  for,  otherwise,  a  director  having  a  vote  in  bringing  about  his 
own  contract,  the  interest  of  the  shareholders  at  large  might  be  seri- 
ously prejudiced ;  and  if,  by  the  interpretation  the  plaintlBs  contend 
for,  a  director  is  to  be  allowed  to  contract,  the  very  object  of  the  legis- 
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lature,  which  was  to  protect  the  general  body  of  the  shareholders 
from  the  jobbing  and  disadvantageous  contracts  of  the  directors,  will 
be  defeated.  The  85th  section  was  obviously  meant  to  give  security 
and  protection  to  the  shareholders,  by  rendering  it  impossible  for  a 
director  to  make  a  contract  for  himself  with  the  company. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  Then  you  would  enlarge  the  language  of  the  act 
in  order  to  obviate  the  mischief  you  say  is  intended  to  be  prevented 
by  the  legislature  ?] 

Perhaps  so,  if  that  were  necessary ;  but  the  words  of  section  85  are 
large  enough,  and  quite  capable  of  this  meaning.  As  to  the  86tb 
section,  that  was  intended  to  meet  a  different  state  of  circumstances. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  a  director  takes  an  interest  in  a  contract  as  the 
legal  representative  of  a  deceased  relative,  with  whom  the  contract 
was  originally  made,  he  is  simply  disqualified,  and  the  contract  is  not 
avoided,  as,  indeed,  it  would  be  unjust  that  it  should  be,  having  been 
legal  in  its  inception.  To  such  a  case  the  86th  section  would  apply. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  a  director  himself  enters  into  a  contract, 
the  85th  section  applies,  and  the  contract  is  void. 

[Maule,  J.  Suppose  a  man  enters  into  a  contract  with  the  com- 
pany, and  is  afterwards  elected  a  director  during  the  continuance  of 
the  contract  ?] 

The  first  part  of  the  85th  section  applies — the  election  is  void  for 
any  practical  purpose. 

[Maule,  J.  The  office  of  director  is  clearly  vacated  by  the  86th 
section.] 

Phipson^  in  reply.  There  is  no  distinction,  for  the  present  purpose, 
between  |he  taking  an  office  of  profit  and  the  entering  into  a  contract 
with  the  company.  One  is  at  a  loss  to  conceive  what  the  effect  of 
the  86th  section  can  be  when  it  says,  "  that  if  a  director,  subsequent 
to  his  election,  shall  accept  or  continue  to  hold  an  office  of  trust,  &c., 
or  be  concerned  in  a  contract  with  the  company,  the  office  of  director 
shall  be  vacated,"  except  only  to  vacate  the  office  of  director.  That 
section,  therefore,  clearly  shows  that  the  85th  section  was  never  meant 
to  render  null  the  contract  Moreover,  section  87  expressly  recog- 
nizes that  contracts  may  exist  between  a  director  and  the  company. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the 
judgment  of  the  court.  ,No  doubt  the  mischief  pointed  out  by  Mr. 
Gray  may  exist ;  but  it  is  not  because  a  presumed  intention  of  the 
legislature  may  not  be  carried  out  by  our  decision,  that  we  are,  on 
that  account,  to  enlarge  the  language  used,  and  to  cause  a  larger  pe- 
nalty to  attach  to  a  contract  entered  into  by  a  director,  than  is  expressly 
enacted  by  the  legislature  itself.  I  think  that,  looking  at  the  three  sec- 
tions together,  it  is  clear  that  a  director,  by  contracting,  vacates  his  office, 
and  that  the  contract  is  not  rendered  void.  The  87th  section  says 
that  no  person  shall  be  disqualified  from  acting  as  a  director  of  a  com- 
pany by  reason  of  the  company  entering  into  a  contract  with  a  joint- 
stock  company  of  which  he  is  a  member ;  but  if  Mr.  Gray's  interpre- 
tation of  the  85th  section  be  right,  still  the  contract  itself  is  void, 
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and  the  proviso  of  the  87th  section  gives  no  sensible  qualification  to 
the  general  enactment  of  the  85th  section.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
that  section  simply  means,  that  if  a  person  is  concerned  in  a  contract 
with  the  company,  tpso/acto  he  becomes  disqualified  as  a  director ; ' 
and  that  that  is  the  onlv  penalty  which  attaches,  and  that  the  contract 
is  not  wholly  prohibited. 

,  M AULE,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  reasons  given  by 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

Cresswell,  J.  The  statute  does  not  say  that  the  contract  shall 
be  void,  but  points  out  the  consequences  of  such  a  contract  being 
entered  into,  namely,  the  disqualification  of  the  director. 

Williams,  J.  The  statute  disqualifies  the  director,  but  does  not 
avoid  the  contract. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 


Little  v.  The  Newport,  Abergavenny,  and  Hereford  Railway 

Company.^ 

Norembcr  25,  1852. 

Railway —  Tunnel  —  Deviation —  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Actj 

1845,  8  Vict.  c.  20,  ss.  13, 14, 15. 

« 

The  effect  of  the  ISth,  14th,  and  15th  sections  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1845,  8  Vict  c.  20,  taken  together,  is,  in  the  case  of  a  tunnel,  marked  in  the  deposited 
plans,  that  the  tonnel  most  bo  made  in  the  exact  position  indicated,  and  that  the  line  can- 
not deviate  at  all  at  that  portion  of  it  without  the  consent  required  by  the  13th  section,  or 
special  powers  in  the  local  act 

A  railway  company,  therefore,  without  having  this  consent  or  special  powers,  wrongfully 
deviated  where  a  tunnel  had  been  marked,  have  not  the  duty  imposed  upon  them  qf  con- 
structing a  tunnel  in  the  corresponding  portion  of  the  deviating  line. 

Qfware,  whether  a  similar  construction  of  the  act  does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  all  *'  engineer- 
ing works  ?  " 

Semble,  that  a  tunnel  made  "  by  cut  and  cover"  is  a  tunnel  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 

Covenant.  The  first  count  recited  that,  before  the  passing  of  the 
act  of  parliament  by  which  the  defendants  were  incorporated,  the  pro- 
visional committee  agreed  with,  and  promised,  the  plaiiitiflT,  in  con- 
sideration '  of  his  withdrawing  his  opposition  to  the  bill,  that,  in  the 
event  of  its  passing,  the  railroad  should  be  carried,  at  a  certain  por- 
tion of  it  nearest  the  plaintifPs  house,  by  means  of  a  tunnel ;  that 
after  the  act  passed,  the  defendants  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff  to 
perform  all  such  agreements  and  promises  as  had  been  made  by  the 
provisional  committee.  Breach,  that  the  defendants  had  not  carried 
__ ^ 

1  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (N.  s.)  C.  P.  89 ;  17  Jur.  209. 
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the  railway  by  means  of  a  tunnel,  according  to  the  said  agreement 
and  promise.  The  second  count  recited  that,  after  the  said  company 
had  been  provisionally  registered,  the  said  provisional  committee 
caused  to  be  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county  of 
Monmouth,  a  certain  plan,  in  pursuance  of  the  standing  orders  of 
the  house  of  commons ;  [the  plan  was  then  set  out ;]  that  the  centre 
of  the  three  black  lines  delineated  on  the  said  plan  was  intended  to 
show  the  then  intended  line  of  the  said  proposed  railway,  and  the  other 
two  of  the  said  three  black  lines  were  intended  to  show  the  limits 
within  which  the  said  company  then  proposed  to  be  empowered  by 
the  said  act  to  make  such  deviation  in* the  construction  of  the  s^id 
railway  from  the  said  centre  line  as  by  the  said  act  the  said  company 
are  empowered  to  make,  and  the  numbers  on  the  said  plan  were  in- 
tended to  refer,  and  did  refer,  to  certain  corresponding  numbers  in  the 
book  of  reference  deposited  by  the  said  provisional  committee  with 
the  said  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  same  time  as  the  said  plan,  accord- 
ing to  the  said  standing  orders ;  whereby  it  appeared,  as  the  fact 
was,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  occupier  of  one  parcel  of 
land,  and  was  also  the  occupier  of  certain  other  parcels  of  land 
respectively,  abutting  on  the  intended  line  of  railway ;  that  after  the 
passing  of  the  said  act  of  parliament,  by  a  certain  indenture  made 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  the  defendants  covenanted 
with  the  plaintiff  that  if  the  defendants,  in  making  the  said  railway, 
should  cause  the  same  to  deviate  from  the  said  line  so  marked  and 
delineated  on  the  said  plan  by  the  said  centre  line,  and  should  make 
their  said  railway  otherwise  than  in  the  said  last-mentioned  line,  but 
within  the  said  limits  of  deviation ;  and  if,  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  said  railway  in  the  said  deviating  line,  the  defendants  should 
be  bound  to  carry  the  said  railway  through  so  much  of  the  said 
deviating  line  as  should  pass  opposite  to  the  spot  indicated  on 
the  said  centre  line  in  the  said  plan  by  the  words  and  figures, 
"tunnel  374  yards,"  by  means  of  a  tunnel,  then  the  defendants 
would  carry  so  much  of  the  said  deviating  line  by  means  of  a 
tunnel ;  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  indenture,  the  defend- 
ants made  the  said  railway,  and  in  so  making  the  same  caused  the 
said  railway  to  deviate  from  the  said  centre  line,  and  made  the  same 
otherwise  than  in  the  said  last-mentioned  line,  but  within  the  said 
limits  of  deviation.  It  was  then  alleged  that  the  defendants,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  said  railway  in  the  said  deviating  line, 
were  bound  to  carry  so  much  of  the  said  deviating  line  as  passed 
opposite  to  the  said  spot  where  the  said  tunnel  was  indicated  as  afore- 
said by  means  of  a  tunnel.  Breach,  that  the  defendants  carried  and 
made  the  said  portion  of  the  deviating  line  otherwise  than  by  a  tun- 
nel. Pleas,  first,  to  the  first  count,  a  traverse  of  the  alleged  agree- 
ment between  the  plaintiff  and  the  provisional  committee ;  secondly, 
to  the  second  count,  that  the  defendants,  at  the  time  of  making  the 
said  railway  in  the  said  deviating  line,  were  not  bound  to  carry  so 
much  of  the  said  deviating  line  as  is  described  in  the  said  count  by 
means  of  a  tunnel.  Issues  thereon.  At  the  trial,  before  Jervis,  C.  J., 
at  the  sittings  in  London,  after  l^inity  term,  1852,  it  appeared  that 
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the  action  was  directed  to  be  tried  by  the  Lords  Justices  of  Appeal,  and 
that  the  covenant  alleged  in  the  second  count  was  a  fiction  agreed  on 
to  try  the  liability  of  the  company  to  make  a  tunnel  on  the  deviating 
line,  as  set  out  in  that  count,  A  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff 
on  the  second  issue,^  with  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  it 
for  them.  It  was  admitted  that  a  tunnel,  made  as  a  tunnel,  could 
not  be  made  on  the  deviating  line,  but  that  a  tunnel  made  by  "  cut 
and  cover"  could  be  made. 

Nov.  4.     Bramwell,  Q.  C,  having  obtained  a  rule  accordingly, 

Nov.  25.  Orotadery  Q.  C,  Bples,  Serg.,  Barstow,  and  M.  A.  Shee^ 
showed  cause.  The  question  for  the  court  is  the  construction  of  the 
13th  and  15th  sections  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act.^ 
It  is  admitted  that  a  tunnel  could  be  made  on  the  deviation  by  "  cut 
and  cover ;"  and  though  the  other  side  contended,  on  moving  the  rule, 
that  this  was  not  a  tunnel,  this  contention  was  by  no  means  success- 
ful with  the  court, 

[Jervis.  C.  J.  I  do  not  think  the  court  intended  to  grant  a  rule  as 
to  that.] 

It  may  be  taken,  then,  that  a  tunnel  is  possible  on  the  deviating 
line.  The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  true  construction  of  the  13th 
and  15th  sections,  taken  together,  is,  that  where  a  tunnel  is  marked 
to  be  made  at  any  place,  the  line  must  deviate,  if  it  deviates  at  all, 
with  all  its  incidents  —  that  is,  that  a  tunnel  must  also  be  made  in 
the  deviating  line. 

[Maule,  J.  On  the  form  of  issue  raised  on  the  second  count  you 
must  show  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  deviate,  and  then, 
having  deviated,  were  bound  to  make  a  tunnel.  It  may  very  well  be 
that  the  true  construction  is,  that  where  a  tunnel  is  marked  you  can- 


1  The  Terdict  on  the  first  issue  was  found  for  the  defendants.  A  rule  nisi  (which 
was  revised)  was  moyed  for  by  Crowder,  Q.  C,  Nov.  5,  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
of  improper  rejection  of  evidence ;  but  no  report  of  that  part  of  the  case  is  necessary. 

2  The  following  are  the  material  parts  of  the  ISth,  14th,  and  15th  sections :  — 

*  Sect  13  enacts,  that  "  where,  in  any  place,  it  is  intended  to  carry  the  railway  on  an 
arch  or  arches,  or  other  viaduct,  as  marked  on  the  said  plan  or  section,  the  same  shall 
be  made  accordingly ;  and  where  a  tunnel  is  marked  on  the  said  plan  or  section,  as  in- 
tended to  be  made  at  any  place,  the  same  shall  be  made  accordingly^  unless  the  owners, 
lessees,  and  occupiers  of  the  laud  in  which  such  tunnel  is  intended  to  be  made  shall 
consent  that  the  same  shall  not  be  so  made." 

Sect  14.  '*  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  company  to  deviate  from,  or  alter,  the  gra- 
dients, curves,  tunnels,  or  other  en^eering  works  described  on  the  said  plan  or  sec- 
tion, except  within  the  following  lunits,  and  under  the  following  conditions."  Then 
follow  clauses  as  to  gradients  and  curves,  and  then  "  it  shaJl  be  lawful  for  the  company 
to  make  a  tunnel,  not  marked  on  the  said  plan  or  section,  instead  of  a  cutting,  or  a  via- 
duct instead  of  a  solid  embankment,  if  authorized  by  a  certificate  from  the  board  of 
trade." 

Sect  15.  "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company-  to  deviate  from  the  line  delineated  on 
the  plans  deposited,  provided  that  no  such  deviation  sludl  extend  to  a  greater  distance 
than  the  limits  of  deviation  delineated  on  the  said  plans,  nor  to  a  greater  extent,  in 
passing  through  a  town,  village,  or  lands  continuouuy  built  upon,  than  ten  yards,  or 
elsewhere  to  a  greater  extent  tium  one  hundred  yards  firam  the  said  line,"  &c. 
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not  deviate  at  all.  This  is  an  act  of  parliament  intended  to  operate 
on  future  railway  acts,  and  it  might  well  have  provisions  that  ordi- 
narily would  be  applicable  enough,  although  great  inconvenience 
might  arise  if  they  were  applied  to  certain  cases,  and  for  these  cases 
there  should  be  a  clause  in  the  special  act. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  That  was  what  was  urged  at  the  trial  by  the  de- 
fendants' counsel,  that  if  the  plaintiff  wanted  a  tunnel  with  no  devi- 
ation in  this  spot  he  should  have  got  a  clause  introduced  in  the 
special  act. 

Maule,  J.  If  the  act  said  in  the  most  express  terms  that  there 
should  be  no  deviation  where  a  tunnel  is  marked,  I  cannot  see  that 
any  inconvenience  need  arise,  and  therefore  the  argument  from  incon- 
venience is  not  valid  against  this  construction,  where  the  intention  is 
not  so  clearly  expressed.  I  can  imagine  that  there  are  provisions  in 
this  act  which  would  be  inconvenient,  in  the  extremest  degree,  in 
many  cases,  but  then  the  act  leaves  it  open  to  provide  in  the  particur 
lar  acts- when  the  general  clauses  would  be  inconvenient ;  so  that  when 
the  particular  act  has  no  provision  for  allowing  a  deviation  in  a  par- 
ticular place,  notwithstancfing  there  is  a  restriction  or  deviation  in  the 
general  act  from  the  fact  of  a  tunnel  being  shown  there,  then  it  may 
well  be  that  the  restriction  must  be  held  to  remain  in  operation. 
Matters  depending  on  the  physical  conformation  of  particular  .locali- 
ties are  of  all  things  the  most  fit  for  special  legislation.  Now,  putting 
out  of  the  question  for  a  moment  the  actual  words  used  in  the  act,  I 
should  say  that  the  convenient  construction  would  be  the  one  that 
would  leave  the  landowner  quiet  when  he  once  saw  a  tunnel  pro- 
posed, and  not  compel  him  to  watch  the  act,  lest  a  possible  deviation 
might  deprive  him  of  his  tunnel;  that  would  be  convenient  for  him ; 
and  then  let  the  company  make  all  the  tunnels  put  down  in  the  plan, 
and  if  they  want  to  deviate,  let  them  apply  for  a  special  clause  in 
their  act,  thus  giving  notice  to  the  landowner.  If  this  interpretation 
be  the  true  one,  that  when  a  tunnel  is  shown,  there  can  be  no  devia- 
tion without  special  powers  or  consent  from  the  landowner  or  occu- 
Eier,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  succeed  on  this  issue;  for  if  they 
ave  no  power  to  deviate,  they  can  have  no  obligation  to  make  a 
tunnel  in  their  deviating  line,  whatever  other  liabilities  they  may  have 
incurred  by  deviating  wrongfully.] 

Surely  it  does  not  lie  in  the  defendants'  mouth  to  say  that  they 
have  committed  a  trespass ;  and  in  answer  to  a  charge  by  us  of  hav- 
ing done  wrong  by  not  making  a  tunnel  on  our  land,  to  say,  "  We 
•  have  previously  committed  another  wrong,  for  we  have  deviated,  and 
therefore  we  are  not  bound  to  make  a  tunnel  where  we  have  devi- 
ated." 

J  Maule,  J.  If  a  compulsory  order  to  make  a  tunnel  is  not  pro- 
ed  by  the  statute  as  a  remedy  to  be  used  against  the  company  in 
case  of  deviation,  you  have  your  remedy  by  trespass :  that  surely  is 
not  an  inadequate  remedy.] 

The  action  of  trespass  would  not  remedy  the  injury  done  to  a  man's 
land ;  it  may  be  most  important  to  him  that  the  surface  should  not  be 
disturbed,  and  that  the  railroad  should  be  covered  over. 
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[Jervis,  C.  J.  You  would  be  able  to  compel  that,  by  bringing  an 
action  of  trespass  every  time  a  train  passed,  unless  you  have  been 
improvident  enough  to  sell  the  whole  land.] 

Suppose,  on  the  faith  of  having  a  tunnel,  we  have  sold  the  land, 
then,  as  the  defendants  deviate  through  their  own  land,  case  is  the 
only  remedy  we  should  have  —  an  inadequate  remedy,  not  commen- 
surate with  the  injury  and  annoyance.  But  the  deviation  in  the  act 
is  mentioned  in  general  terms ;  the  13th  section  does  not  say  that 
you  must  not  deviate  where  there  is  a  tunnel  marked,  nor  does  the 
the  15th  section  make  any  exception  in  the  power  of  deviation,  ex- 
cept as  to  the  distance  from  the  centre  line.  So  that  the  reasonable 
construction  of  the  two  sections  is,  that  where  a  tunnel  is  marked 
"  in  any  place "  in  the  line,  a  tunnel  must  be  made  at  that  place, 
whether  actuaUy  in  the  ori^nal  centre  Une  or  in  the  corresponding 
part  of  the  deviating  line ;  and  the  limit  of  deviation  in  the  15th  sec- 
tion will  be  100  yards  in  general,  but'in  the  case  of  a  tunnel,  only  to 
the  extent  to  which  a  tunnel  is  possible.  By  this  interpretation  no 
inconvenience  accrues  either  to  the  landowner  or  the  company ;  the 
one  is  sure  of  getting  a  tunnel  where  he  expects  it,  and  the  others 
know  that  they  can  only  deviate  to  the  extent  to  which  the  physical 
conformation  of  the  locality  will  allow  them,  by  affording  depth  for 
a  tunnel. 

[Maule,  J.  A  tunnel  is  a  very  special  kind  of  work ;  the  act  treats 
it  in  connection  with  viaducts,  &c.  It  may  well  be  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  that  the  landowner  and  company  should  have  a  specific 
warning  where  it  must  be  constructed,  namely,  in  the  very  place 
shown  on  the  plan,  "  the  same  shall  be  made  accordingly."  More- 
over, the  length  of  a  tunnel  is  marked  on  the  plan,  and  that  might  be 
altered  by  deviation.] 

So  is  the  length  of  land  to  be  taken  of  each  owner,  and  yet  that 
also  might  be,  and  frequently  is,  altered  by  deviation.  All  that  is 
required  is,  that  the  plan  should  show  whereabouts  a  tunnel  is  to  be 
made. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  By  deviation  within  the  limits,  the  line  may  possi- 
bly be  carried  where  a  tunnel  would  be  necessary,  though  none  is 
marked  on  the  plan ;  could  the  company  make  that  ?] 

There  is  a  clause  providing  for  such  a  case. 

[Maule,  J.  That  is  in  the  14th  section,  and  that  section  appears 
to  be  very  important,  though  neither  side  have  alluded  to  it ;  it  seems 
conclusive  against  any  general  power  of  deviation  in  the  case  of  a 
tunnel.  (His  lordship  read  the  first  part  of  the  section.)  It  then  per- 
mits the  inclination  of  the  gradients  to  be  diminished  or  increasea  to 
a  certain  extent,  and  to  such  further  extent  as  shall  be  certified  as  safe, 
and  not  to  the  prejudice  of  the  public  interest,  by  the  board  of  trade. 
There  is  a  similar  provision  as  to  the  diminution  of  the  curves,  and 
then  it  proceeds — "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  company  to  make  a  tun- 
nel, not  marked  on  the  plan,  instead  of  a  cutting,  or  a  viaduct  instead 
of  an  embankment,  if  authorized  by  such  certificate  from  the  board 
of  trade."  Thus  the  three  sections,  in  the  construction  already  inti- 
mated by  the  court  to  be  the  true  one,  will  be  a  consistent  whole. 

VOL.  XIV.     *  27 
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Where  there  is  a  viaduct  marked  (which  is  of  great  public  conse- 
quence), there  it  must  be  made ;  where  a  tunnel  (which  is  of  conse- 
quence to  the  landowner),  there  it  must  be  made,  unless  the  owner 
and  occupier  shall  consent  to  its  not  being  made.  Then  the  only  devi- 
ation or  alteration  allowed  as  to  tunnels  and  viaducts  is,  that  a  tun- 
nel or  viaduct  may  be  substituted,  by  leave  of  the  board  of  trade, 
for  a  cutting  or  embankment ;  and  then  follows  a  general  power  of 
deviation  of  the  whole  line,  in  less  important  parts  of  it.] 

It  follows,  then,  that  no  deviation  or  alteration  can  be  made  in  any 

thing  that  comes  within  the  term  "  engineering  works,"  unless  a 

power  to  that  effect  is  inserted  in  the  special  act ;  and  wherever  a 

railway  company  have  deviated  in  such  a  case  they  are  liable  to  an 

.action  of  trespass. 

[Maule,  J.  Yes;  if  they  have  altered  any  thing  that  is  an  engi- 
neering work  within  the  meaning  of  the  14th  section,  they  have  done 
what  that  section  expressly  prohibits.] 

Would  not  the  more  reasonable  construction  be  this,  that  you  shall 
not  alter  any  curves,  &c.,  and  substitute  others  and  different  works 
for  them  ?  "  Deviating  from,"  as  regards  the  subjects  of  the  14th 
section,  must  mean  deviating  from  the  species  of  work  laid  down  — 
the  tunnel  must  be  as  long,  as  high,  as  wide,  and  so  on ;  for  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  the  general  power  given  in  the  15th  section  neces- 
sarily involves  some  lateral  deviation  and  alteration  in  the  curves, 
gradients,  &c. ;  and  so  the  word  '^  accordingly,"  in  the  13th  section, 
need  not  have  any  such  strict  meaning  given  to  it  as  "  on  the  very 
spot  shown;"  and  the  plans  deposited  may  well  be  interpreted  to  say, 
if  translated  into  words,  a  tunnel  shall  be  made  in  this  place,  in  the 
landowner's  property,  either  on  the  black  line,  showing  the  first  pro- 
posed line,  or  within  the  other  two  lines,  showing  the  limits  of  possi- 
ble deviation.  Such  an  interpretation  of  the  plan  is  obviously  con- 
sistent with  the  interpretation  of  the  13th  section  for  which  the 
plaintiff  contends ;  and  that  interpretation  of  the  13th  section  would 
leave  the  parties  exactly  in  the  same  relative  situation  as  would  the 
interpretation  thrown  out  by  Maule  J. 

Jervis,  C.  J.,  intimated  to  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  (Bram- 
well,  Q.  C,  Sir  T.  Phillips,  and  G.  R.  Clarke)  that  the  court  were 
prepared  to  make  the  rule  absolute,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendants 
had  no  power  to  deviate ;  on  which  intimation  they  declined  to  argue 
in  support  of  any  other  construction  of  the  statute. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  The  issue  raised  on  this  record  (which  must  be 
taken  to  be  the  question  the  parties  intended  to  try,  as  the  pleadings 
were  agreed  upon  between  them)  is,  whether  the  defendants  are 
bound  to  construct  a  tunnel  on  theur  present  line  of  railway,  which  is 
a  deviating  line,  within  the  general  limits  of  deviation.  A  previous 
question  necessarily  arises ;  can  a  railway  company  deviate  wh6re 
they  have  marked  a  tunnel  in  their  plan  ?  I  think  that  in  such  a  case 
they  cannot;  and  if  they  cannot  deviate,  it  follows  that  they  cannot 
be  obliged  to  erect  a  tunnel,  on  their  deYiating  line.     My  brother 
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Maule  has  pointed  out  that  there  is  good  reason  for  thus  holding. 
Viaducts,  arches,  and  tunnels,  mentioned  in  sect  13,  and  to  which 
the  restriction  applies  in  sect.  14,  are  matters  of  great  importance  to 
the  public  for  the  saj^e  of  security,  and  to  the  landed  proprietors  in 
respect  of  the  accommodation  of  their  land ;  and  it  is  natural  that 
they  should  be  specifically  provided  for  by  contract  between  the  par- 
ties or  by  the  special  act,  and  they  would  not  be  expected  to  be  the  sub- 
ject of  provisions  in  the  general  act.  If,  therefore,  it  were  contemplated 
by  a  company  to  deviate  where  a  tunnel  is  originally  marked  on  the 
plans  alluded  to  in  the  special  act,  it  might  not  be  inconsistent  with 
the  general  provisions  to  have  a  provision  in  that  special  act  enabling 
them  to  deviate  with,  and  perhaps  to  deviate  without,  a  tunnel.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  sections  of  the  general  act  now  under  consideration, 
or  in  the  subject-matter  of  them,  which  calls  for  a  construction  other 
than  that  which  the  exact  meaning  of  the  words  warrant ;  nor  Is 
there  any  hardship  in  this  construction,  as  the  act  is  a  mere  basis  for 
special  legislation.  That  being  so,  we  are  bound  to  put  such  a  con- 
struction on  the  words  as  they  may  fairly  warrant,  and  not  to  strain 
them  in  order  to  obviate  any  injustice  in  a  particular  case.  It  is 
remarkable  that  sect.  13  draws  a  distinction  between  viaducts  and 
tunnels ;  the  former  can  in  no  case  be  altered,  the  latter  only  with 
the  landowner's  and  occupier's  consent.  The  fair  meaning  of  the 
section  is  the  literal  meaning  —  "  where  a  tunnel  is  marked  as  intend- 
ed to  be  made  at  any  place,  the  same  shall  be  made  accordingly  "  — 
at  that  very  place,  not  anywhere  within  the  general  limits  of  devia- 
tion ;  and  so  of  a  viaduct  And  that  that  is  the  proper  meaning  is 
shown  by  the  14th  section,  which  says,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for 
the  company  to  deviate  from  or  alter  the  gradients,  curves,  tunnels, 
and  other  engineering  works  described  on  the  plan  or  section,  except 
within  the  following  limits,  the  only  exception  as  to  tunnels  being 
the  substitution  of  a  tunnel  for  a  cutting — the  converse  of  the  pre- 
sent case.  Now,  how  can  any  one  doubt  that  a  man  does  substan- 
tially deviate  as  much  in  a  tunnel  as  in  any  other  part  of  the  line,  if 
he  deviates  and  carries  the  tunnel  otherwise  than  on  the  line  origi- 
nally marked  ?  By  so  doing,  the  tunnel  is,  at  all  events,  altered  in 
position.  I  think,  therefore,  it  is  plain  that  where  a  tunnel  is  shown, 
that  must  be  the  spot  where  it  must  be  made,  and  that  there  can  be 
no  deviation  or  alteration  in  the  tunnel  shown  on  the  plan.  If  that 
is  so,  then  sect.  15,  which  gives  the  power  of  deviating  generally, 
must  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  13th  section  — "  it  shall  be 
lawful  to  deviate  from  the  line  delineated  within  certain  limits,  &c., 
except  as  before  provided  in  the  csise  of  tunnels  and  other  works." 
And  thus  sects.  13, 14,  and  15  become  one  comprehensive  scheme, 
namely,  where  there  are  viaducts  or  tunnels  shown,  in  that  place 
they  must  be  made,  and  not  altered  or  deviated  from ;  but,  subject 
to  those  exceptions,  the  company  may  deviate  and  otherwise  alter 
the  line  delineated.  These  exceptions  are  no  hardship  on  the  compa- 
ny, because  they  may  obtain  powers  by  their  special  act  to  do  more 
fban  the  general  act  allows ;  and  there  is  thus  no  hardship  on  the 
landowner  either,  who  will  have  the  ex^ct  thing  shown,  or  notice  of 
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the  special  alteration ;  and  thus  both  parties  are  properly  protected. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plain  sense  of  the  words  must  be  fol- 
lowed, and  that  they  compel  us  to  arrive  at  the  above  conclusion. 
The  verdict,  therefore,  must  be  entered  for  the  defendants. 

Maule,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  are  not  compelled  to 
give  the  decision  we  do  on  any  nice  construction  of  words,  nor  is 
there  any  necessity  for  straining  the  meaning  of  them.  Our  decision 
is  arrived  at  by  leaving  to  the  words  the  true  meaning  belonging  to 
them,  and  that  without  in  any  degree  interfering  with,  but  rather 

1)romoting,  what  would  appear  to  be  the  intention  and  object  of  the 
egislature.  The  act  of  the  8  Vict  is  not  intended  to  enact  specifi- 
ogdlv  for  ailjrailways.  Each  railway  has  its  individual  and  local  vari- 
ations, and  it  would  be  neither  convenient,  nor,  perhaps,  possible,  to 
ifiake  these  the  subject  of  general  provisions.  Local  peculiarities 
must  be  left  to  local  provision ;  yet  there  are  many  things  which  are 
common  to  almost  all  railways,  and  may  well  be  made  the  subject  of 
general  enactments.  This  act,  which  applies  to  such  subjects  of  gene- 
ral occurrence,  is  very  salutary  in  two  respects,  it  shortens  the  length 
of  the  particular  local  acts,  by  enabling  companies  to  adopt  all  the 
clauses  considered  applicable  to  the  particular  railway  which  are  fur- 
nished by  this  act,  by  that  means  lessening  the  trouble  and  expense 
of  passing  the  local  acts ;  and  it  also  produces  uniformity  in  the 
Railway  Acts,  and  at  once  makes  a  decision,  which  has  taken  place 
in  respect  to  one,  applicable  to,  and  a  precedent  for,  another ;  whereas, 
if  similar  intentions  were  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  different  forms 
of  words,  questions  would  continually  arise,  whether  the  words  used 
by  one  act  were  to  have  the  same  interpretation  as  similar,  though 
not  identical  words  in  another.  Thus  litigation  is  prevented  by  the 
scope  and  policy  of  the  general  act ;  but  nevertheless  that  scope  is 
to  leave  things  fit  for  local  provision  to  local  provision.  Now,  tun- 
nels and  other  engineering  works,  as  far,  at  least,  as  variations  may 
be  required  in  them,  are  matters  for  which  it  would  be  almost  impos- 
sible to  legislate  generally,  and  are,  therefore,  eminently  fitted  for 
local  provision.  Accordingly,  the  enactments  as  to  tunnels  in  the 
general  act  are  plain  and  simple.  Sect  13  says,  "  Where  a  tunnel 
is  marked  on  a  plan  as  intended  to  be  made  at  any  place,  the  same 
shall  be  made  accordingly."  That  seems  clear  enough,  that  where  a 
plan  lays  down  a  tunnel  at  a  particular  place,  it  shaU  be  made  there. 
Sect  14  throws  light  on  the  preceding  section,  if  it  wants  it — it  is 
remarkable  that  sect  14  should  have  escaped  the  notice  of  counsel  in 
the  first  instance ;  and  though  subject  by  them  to  considerable  tor- 
ture, it  has  come  out  of  the  rack  with  its  natural  dimensions,  and 
speaking  its  natural  voice ;  —  it  says,  in  effect,  that  where  any  engi- 
neering work  is  described  on  the  plan,  such  as  a  tunnel,  you  shall  not 
deviate  from  or  alter  it,  except  within  certain  limits  and  conditions, 
none  of  which  comprehend  the  present  case ;  and  if  you  desire  to  do 
so,  you  must  provide  for  it  in  your  special  act ;  and  such  a  provision 
would  be  for  something  which  is  applicable  in  that  particular  placb 
to  that  particular  tunnel,  and  thus  it  would  be  feasible  enough ;  but 
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it  would  be  impossible,  without  provisions  of  enormous  length 
and  detail,  to  provide,  by  a  general  act,  for  each  particular  case. 
Giving  the  above  meaning  to  the  14th  section,  it  is  very  clear  that 
the  general  power  of  deviating  contained  in  sect.  15  would  be  quite 
discordant  with  the  14th  section,  as  well  as  the  18th,  unless  it  were 
understood  and  interpreted,  with  reference  to  those  other  sections, 
as  not  comprehending  engineering  works.  Now,  as  there  is  no  ex- 
press provision  in  the  local  act,  the  parties  must  be  taken  —  the 
company  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  public  on  the  other  —  to  be  satis- 
fied, with  respect  to  the  tunnels  and  other  engineering  works,  that 
the  company  should  be  bound  to  make  them  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  general  act.  And  taking  the  three  sections  together,  I 
think  it  clear,  as  I  have  said,  that  they  were  bound  to  make  them  as 
laid  down  in  the  original  lifle,  and  that  they  had  no  power  of  devi- 
ating at  all.  The  question  then^ses  —  having  deviated,  though 
having  no  legal  power  to  do  so,  have  the  company  the  duty  imposed 
upon  them  of  making  a  tunnel  in  the  deviating  line  ?  Not  having 
the  power,  they  cannot  have  the  duty.  They  may  have  done  a 
wrong  to  the  plaintiff  by  deviating ;  but  his  present  ground  of  com- 
plaiot  is  not  the  not  making  of  a  tunnel  in  the  original  line,  where 
they  had  the  duty  imposed  to  do  so.  In  omitting  to  do  that,  they 
may  have  made  themselves  liable  to  an  action,  or  other  consequences. 
So  also  for  deviating ;  but  that  does  not  in  itself,  without  evidence 
of  any  contract,  impose  on  them  the  liability  to  make  a  tunnel  in 
the  deviating  line.  This  would  be  a  natural  silbjecj  enough  of  agree- 
ment; and  it  is  alleged  in  the  first  count  that  there  was  an  agreement 
between  the  parties,  with  a  covenant  to  make  a  tunnel  at  this  part  of 
the  line;  but  that  is  now  out  of  the  question.  On  the  whole* it 
seems  clear,  that  under  the  act,  according  to  the  words,  and  accord- 
ing to  its  spirit,  and  firom  the  occasion  and  purpose  for  which  it 
passed,  the  company  had  no  power  to  deviate  from  the  line,  so  as  to 
make  it  not  pass  through  the  tunnel  laid  down  on  the  plan,  as  they 
were  bound  to  carry  it ;  and  that  being  so,  the  wrong  they  have  been 
guilty  of  in  having  deviated  where  they  ought  not  does  not  impose 
on  them  the  special  duty  of  making  such  a  tunnel  in  their  deviating 
line,  though  they  may  be  in  the  situation  of  wrong-doers,  subject  to 
such  remedies  as  the  law  may  afford  to  those  who  are  suffering  from 
the  wrong.  For  the  above  reasons,  I  think  there  must  be  judgment 
for  the  defendants. 

Williams,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Applying  the  ordinary 
rules  of  construction  to  the  language  used  in  the  three  sections,  it  is 
impossible  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion. 

Talfoubb,  J.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


27 
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Evidence  —  Where  a  Writing' j  Parol  Evidence  not  Admissible  of 

Duration  of  Tenancy. 

In  an  action  of  trespass,  where  the  pUintiff  proves  by  parol  that  he  occupies  the  premises 
under  a  written  agreement  from  W.,  and  the  defendant  produces  a  lease  from  W^  made 
and  taking  effect  about  the  time  of  the  acts  complained  or  as  trespasses ;  in  order  to  entitle 
him  to  more  than  nominal  damages,*  the  plaintiff  must  show  the  duration  of  his  interest, 
which  he  can  only  do  bj  the  written  instrument. 

Action  for  breaking  and  entering  a  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  bis 
occupation,  and  pulling   down  •a  party  waU,  and  breaking  open  a 

?aite,  &c.,  of  the  plaintiff,  and  putting  rubbish,  &c.,  on  the  said  close, 
leas  —  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  the  close,  wall,  gate,  &c., 
were  not  the  plaintiff's.  At  the  tri'al,  before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  at  the  sit- 
tings for  Middlesex,  after  IVIichaelmas  term,  1852,  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  had  had  possession  of  the  land  in  question, 
down  to  the  time  of  the  acts  complained  of,  since  August,  1850,  at 
which  time  he  took  it  from  one  Winterflood,  who  said  that  there  was 
a  writteu  paper,  (which  was  not  produced) ;  that  5^.  were  paid  at 
the  time ;  that  he  had  applied  for  rent,  but  had  not  received  any. 
The  counsel  for  Utie  defendant  objected  to  any  further  parol  evidence 
of  the  plaintiff's  tenancy  being  given,  and  put  in  an  agreement,  by 
wJiich  Winterflood  let  the  piece  of  land  to  the  defendant  from  the 
16th  July,  1852,  (the  day  it  bore  date,  and  on  which  it  was  made), 
which  was  about  the  time  of  the  first  act  complained  of  as  a  trespass. 
The  lord  chief  justice,  in  summing  up  to  the  jury,  said,  "  This  may 
be  the  case  of  an  easement,  or  perhaps  a  conditionsd  agreement  to  go 
out  if  the  rent  was  not  paid.  Without  the  production  of  the  agree- 
ment, there  is  no  evidence  of  any  tenancy ;  you  cannot  presume  a 
tenancy  from  year  to  year,  or  at  will,  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  plain- 
tiff holding,  and  having  paid  5^."  The  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  with  1^.  damages. 

Jan.  13.  Born  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirec- 
tion. The  learned  chief  justice  ought  to  have  left  the  evidence  given 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  jury,  as  evidence  of  a  tenancy  by 
the  plaintiff  at  the  tinjie  the  trespasses  were  committed  by  the  defend- 
ant The  mere  fact  of  a  letting  was  sufficient ;  it  is  unimportant 
what  the  tenancy  was.  If,  putting  it  at  the  lowest,  it  wsis  only  a 
tenancy  at  will,  that  was  sufficient,  as  there  had  been  no  determina- 
tion of  the  tenancy.  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Holy  Trinity^  7  B. 
&  Cr.  611,  shows,  that  the  fact  of  a  tenancy  may  be  proved  by 
parol;   and    Strother  v.  Barr^  5  Bing.  136,  is  to  the   same  effect, 
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though  the  court  were  divided.  The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  parol 
i  evidence  given  of  possession's  evidence  of  a  tenancy. 

[Maule,  J.  There  are  modes  of  possession  whicn  raise  a  relation 
dinerent  from  that  of  landlord  and  tenant ;  as  that  of  agent  or  bai- 
liff, or  for  some  qualified  object.  The  question  of  the  expiration 
of  the  tenancy  did  not  arise  in  the  cases  cited.  Granting  all 
those  cases  to  be  right,  you  want  to  show  something  further ;  you 
want  to  show  that  the  tenancy  was  subsisting  when  the  lease  was 
granted  to  the  defendant;  for  the  amount  of  damages  must  be 
restrained  by  the  duration  of  the  plaintiff's  interest] 

Some  of  the  trespasses  occurred  before  the  16th  July ;  the  defend- 
ant then  could  have  had  no  right  as  against  the  plaintiff,  who  was  in 
possession. 

1  Cress  WELL,  J.  Admitting  that  the  plaintiff  had  some  sort  of 
ding  after  the  first  trespass,  why  are  we  to  assume  that  the  jury 
did  not  ^ive  damages  for  all  the  time  the  plaintiff  had  the  premises? 
The  plaintiff  does  not  show  how  long  he  was  entitled  to  hold  them.] 

Maule,  J.  I  think  that  the  rule  must  be  refused.  This  case  dif- 
fers from  the  cases  cited ;  for  the  material  matter  to  be  proved  was 
not  merely  the  existence  of  a  tenancy,  but,  for  the  purpose  on  which 
the  plaintiff  now  seeks  to  disturb  the  verdict,  it  was  necessary  to 
show  the  duration  of  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  premises.  Now, 
perhaps,  the  plaintiff  shows  that  he  had  some  kind  of  tenancy  of 
the  land,  and  he  recovers  Is.  damages ;  in  order  to  entitle  him  to 
recover  more,  he  must  show  the  quantum  of  his  interest.  Now,  all 
the  evidence  he  gives  is  parol  evidence  that  a  man  granted  the  plain- 
tifi*  a  lease  in  writing  of  some  kind,  and  some  time  after  granted  a 
lease  of  the  same  premises  to  the  defendant,  which  lease  was  put  in 
evidence  by  him.  The  jury,  on  this  evidence,  considered  that  the 
tenancy  existed  up  to  the  nrst  trespass  of  the  defendant,  but  were 
not  satisfied  that  it  lasted  longer,  and  have  found  1^.  sufficient  to 
meet  the  damage  sustained  on  the  facts  proved  before  them.  The 
substance  of  the  lord  chief  justice's  summing  up  seems  to  have  been 
that  *^  in  order  to  recover  more  than  nominal  damages  the  plaintiff 
must  show  the  duration  of  his  tenancy ;  (he  does  not  profess  to  be 
owner  in  fee,  or  any  other  way,  of  the  land) ;  he  has  not  shown  it, 
and  he  has  the  means  of  showing  it,  for  he  has  a  lease  of  some  kind ; 
and  as  he  does  not  produce  it,  the  presumption  is,  that  its  production 
would  do  him  no  good."  I  should  think  that  that  is  correct  But  with- 
out reverting  to  the  summing  up,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  it  was 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  more  than  nomi- 
nal damages  to  show  the  extent  of  his  interest ;  this  he  did  not  do, 
and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  find  as  they  did. 

Cresswell,  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  admitted  that 
another  person  was  seised  in  fee,  and  the  plaintifl'  did  not  prove  ady 
interest  beyond  a  bare  act  of  possession.  He  holds  under  Winter- 
flood,  but  what  interest  he  took  under  him  is  not  before  the  court, 
for  the  instrument  by  which  he  held  was  not  produced.     The  plain- 
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tiff,  therefore,  chose  to  rest  his  case  on  such  an  interest  as  could  be 
inferred  from  a  bare  act  of  possession  -A  a  mere  nominal  interest,  in  < 
fact,  entitling  him  to  nominal  damages.     Therefore,  independently 
of  any  other  question,  he  got  all  the  damages  he  could  be  entitled  to. 


Jervis,  C.  J.,  and  Williams,  J.,  concurred. 


Rule  refused. 


Marker  v.  Kenrick.^ 

January  20, 18&3. 

Covenant  or  Case  —  Election. 

A  lessor  may  sue  in  case  for  mjnry  to  his  reversion,  thongh  the  injury  is  the  workiag  a  mine, 
contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  lessee's  covenant,  and  for  the  committing  of  which  an  action  on 
atke  covenant  wonld  lie. 

Case.  The  declaration  stated,  that  before  and  at  the  times  of  the 
committing  of  the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  tiie  defendant 
was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  divers  beds,  veins,  seams,  and  mines  of 
coal,  cannel,  slack,  ironstone,  and  other  minerals,  with  the  appur- 
tenances, in  the  parish  of  Ruabon,  in  the  county  of  Denbigh,  for  a 
certain  term  of  years,  the  reversion  of  and  in  the  same  bed,  veins, 
seams,  and  mines  of  coal,  cannel,  slack,  ironstone,  and  other  minerals 
respectively,  then  and  still  belonging  to  the  plaintiff;  and  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant,  as  such  tenant,  to  work  and  manage  the  said 
beds,  veins,  seams,  and  mines  in  a  proper  and  tenantlike  manner ;  yet 
the  defendant,  well  knowing  the  premises,  and  contriving  and  intend- 
ing to  injure  and  aggrieve  the  plaintiff  in  his  reversionary  estate  and 
interest  of  and  in  the  said  beds,  &c.,  and  whilst  he,  the  defendant,  was 
tenant  thereof  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  plaintiff  was  so  interested 
therein  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  &c.,  worked  and  managed  the  said 
beds,  &c.,  in  an  improper  and  untenantlike  manner,  and  then,  to  wit, 
on  the  several  days  and  times  aforesaid,  wrongfully  and  unjustly, 
without  the  leave  or  license,  and  against  the  wiU  of  the  plaintiff,  cut, 
made,  dug,  bored,  and  broke  through  a  certein  barrier,  to  wit,  of  coal, 
which  formed  and  ought  to  have  been  left  as  the  boundary  between 
the  said  mines  of  the  plaintiff  and  a  certain  other  mine  adjoining 
thereto,  and  thereby  then  caused  and  permitted  large  quantities  of 
water  to  escape,  run,  and  flow  from  the  said  other  mine  into  the  said 
mines  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  flood  the  same ;  and  then  also,  to  wit, 
on  the  several  days  and  times  aforesaid,  wrongfully  and  injuriously 
made,  and  caused  and  procured  to  be  made,  certain  roads,  ways,  and 
communications  between  the  said  mines  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  said 
other  mine,  and  by  and  through  the  said  roads,  ways,  passages,  and 
communications  carried  and  brought  divers  large  quantities  of  coal, 
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gotten  from  the  said  other  mine,  into,  upon,  and  through  the  said 
mines  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  deposited  divers  large  quantities  of 
earth,  spoil,  and  rubbish  in  and  upon  the  said  mines  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  kept  the  same  so  deposited  thereon,  to  wit,  from  thence  thitherto, 
and  by  the  means  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid  rendered  the  said 
mines  of  the  plaintiff  less  workable  than  they  would  otherwise  have 
been ;  by  reason  of  which  premises  respectively  the  said  beds,  &c.,  of 
the  plaintiff  were  greatly  injured  and  deteriorated  in  v^ilue,  and  ren- 
dered less  productive  and  profitable  than  the  same  would  otherwise 
have  been,  and  the  plaintiff  bad  been  greatly  injured,  prejudiced,  and 
aggrieved  in  his  said  reversionary  estate  and  interest  therein. 

Plea,  inter  alioj  that  one  Edward  Lloyd  Kenyon,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  making  the  indenture  therein  mentioned,  was  seised  in  his 
demesne  as  in  fee  of  and  in  the  tenements  and  premises  thereinafter 
mentioned  to  have  been  demised.  The  plea  then  set  out  the  indent- 
ure, as  an  indenture  made  between  the  said  Elizabeth  Lloyd  Kenyon, 
of  the  one  part,  and  one  Edward  Evans  Gomer  Roberts,  Evan 
Hughes,  and  Evan  Jones,  of  the  other  part,  and  by  which  it  appeared 
that  the  said  Edward  Lloyd  Kenyon  demised  unto  the  said  Edward 
Evans  Gomer  Roberts,  Evan  Hughes,  and  Evan  Jones,  all  and  every 
the  said  beds,  veins,  seams,  and  mines,  &c.,  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, with  full  liberty  and  power  for  the  said  Edward  Evans  Gomer 
Roberts,  Evan  Hughes,  and  Evan  Jones,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  servants  and  workmen,  to  ^nter  upon  the  said  lands 
and  grounds,  and  to  make  and  sink  such  pits  or  shafts  therein  for  the 
getting  and  raising  coal,  cannel,  slack,  and  ironstone,  and  to  set  up, 
drive,  cut,  dig,  buud,  erect,  and  make,  in  and  through  any  part  or 
parts  of  the  said  premises  (except  within  ten  yards  under  the  dwell- 
ing-house and  outbuildings  thereon),  such  roads,  watercourses,  drains, 
levels,  whimseys,  and  engines,  and  other  devices,  as  should  be  neces- 
sary or  convenient  for  the  carrying  on  the  said  works,  and  draining 
the  same,  and  to  do  such  other  acts,  matters,  and  things  as  in  the  said 
indenture  more  particularly  mentioned  and  described  (except  as  in  the 
said  indenture  excepted),  to  hold  from  the  24th  June,  1840,  for  twenty- 
one  years,  paying  to  the  said  Edward  Lloyd  Kenyon  certain  royalties. 
The  indenture  contained  also  a  joint  and  several  covenant  by  the  said 
Edward  Evans  Gomer  Roberts,  Evan  Hughes,  and  Evan  Jones,  with 
the  said  Edward  Lloyd  Kenyon,  that  they,  the  said  Edward  Evans 
Gomer  Roberts,  Evan  Hughes,  and  Evan  Jones,  their  executors,  &c., 
should  and  would  at  all  times  during  the  said  demise,  by  and  with  a 
sufficient  number  of  workmen,  carefully  and  diligently  use  their  best 
endeavors  to  find  out  and  discover  all  such  mines,  beds,  and  veins  of 
coal,  &c.,  as  could  or  might  be  found  in  or  under  the  said  demised 
premises,  and  should  and  would  at  all  times  during  the  continuance 
of  the  said  term,  constantly  carry  on  and  effectually  work  the  said 
beds,  &c.,  so  described  as  aforesaid,  in  a  fair  and  husbandlike  manner, 
with  a  sufficient  number  of  experienced  and  able  miners,  not  fewer 
than  twelve  at  any  time,  provided  the  cannel,  coal,  slack,  and  iron* 
stone  that  should  be  from  time  to  time  gotten  and  raised  should  be 
disposed  of  for  profit ;  and  also  should  and  would  keep  open  one  pit 
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at  least,  constantly  and  effectually,  during  the  said  term,  unless  pre- 
vented by  waters  or  other  inevitable  accidents ;  and  also  should  and 
would  make  such  watercourses,  &c.,  and  other  devices  as  should  from 
time  to  time  be  necessary  and  convenient  for  effectually  carrying 
on  and  draining  the  said  works.  The  indenture  also  contained  a 
covenant  by  the  said  Edward  Lloyd  Kenyon  for  quiet  enjoyment ; 
and  the  plea  averred  an  assignment  by  the  said  Edward  Evans  Gomer 
Roberts,  Evan  Hughes,  and  Evan  Jones,  to  the  defendant,  of  the  de- 
mised premises,  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term,  and  deduced  the  title 
of  the  reversion  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiff.  The  plea  concluded 
by  averring  that  the  alleged  grievances  were,  and  consisted  of,  a  car- 
rying on,  managing,  and  working  of  the  said  demised  mines,  &c.,  in  a 
particular  manner,  and  that  the  manner  of  carrying  on,  managing, 
and  working  the  mines  was  provided  for  by  the  said  covenants  in  the 
said  first-mentioned  indenture  in  that  behalf  contained  as  aforesaid, 
which  remained  in  full  force.  Verification.  Demurrer  thereto.  Join- 
der therein. 

Lush^i  in  support  of  the  demuner.  It  is  said  by  the  defendant  that 
the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  sued  on  the  covenant,  and  that  the  action 
on  the  case  does  not  lie  for  the  acts  complained  of.  That  is  not  so, 
for  it  is  clear  that  what  the  declaration  complains  of  is  an  injury  to 
the  reversion,  for  which  an  action  on  the  case  might  be  maintained ; 
and  it  has  been  decided  that  a  person  does  not  lose  his  right  to  sue 
in  an  action  on  the  case  because  he  mav  also  sue  in  covenant,  but  he 
has  his  election  in  which  form  to  bring  his  action.  The  case  of  Ztn- 
lyside  y.ThorrUony  2  W.  BL  111,  is  expressly  in  point;  and  Muskeit  v. 
lEll^  5  Bing.  N.  C.  709,  is  also  an  authority  that  a  party  may  in  some 
cases  have  his  election,  and  bring  either  covenant  or  case.  Boorman 
V.  Browfiy  3  Q.  B.  511 ;  2  Wms.  Saund.  252  a.,  note  7,  is  to  the  same 
eflect.  In  the  next  place,  this  is  not  a  matter  for  which  an  action  of 
covenant  could  have  been  brought,  for  the  grievances  are  not  mere 
breaches  of  the  covenant  in  the  lease,  but  are  wholly  in  the  nature  of 
waste.  The  plea  does  not  say  that  the  working  was  in  a  fair  and 
husbandlike  manner ;  and  what  the  declaration  complains  of  is  not, 
it  is  submitted,  within  the  purview  of  the  lease,  which  is  for  the  work- 
ing of  the  mine,  whereas  the  acts  complained  of  relate  to  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  mine. 

[Crrsswell,  J.  No,  that  is  not  so ;  the  working  through  the 
boundary  does  not  destroy  the  mine.  The  complaint  is,  the  working 
the  mine  in  an  improper  and  untenantlike  manner.] 

At  all  events,  the  action  on  the  case  will  lie,  notwithstanding  the 
lease. 

Brown  ( Wehby  with  him),  contra.  If  no  action  of  covenant  will 
lie  for  the  grievances  complained  of,  no  action  at  all  will  lie ;  for  the 
lease  is  to  work  the  mine  in  a  particular  way,  and  there  is  a  covenant 
on  the  part  of  the  lessor  for  quiet  enjovment,  without  suit,  &c.,  during 
the  term  granted ;  and  therefore,  unless  what  is  complained  of  be 
contrary  to  the  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  lessees,  the  bringing  of 


COURT   OP   COMMON  PLEAS,  1852.  323 


Jarvis  o.  Feele. 


this  action  would  be  a  violation  of  the  lessor's  covenant  for  quiet 
enjoyment. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  "tenant  may  have  kept  the  covenants  in  working 
the  mine,  and  yet  injured  the  reversion  by  working  through  the  bar- 
rier.] 

There  is  an  express  covenant  in  the  lease  as  to  the  working  of  the 
mine,  and  if  the  working  complained  of  was  improper,'it  amounted 
to  a  breach  of  the  covenant.  The  main  point  is,  however,  whether 
the  plaintiff  has  any  option  ;  it  is  submitted  that  he  has  not,  and  that, 
if  the  acts  complained  of  are  breaches  of  the  covenant,  he  cannot  sue 
for  them  in  an  action  on  the  case ;  Schlencker  v.  Moxsy,  3  B.  &  Cr. 
789,  which  shows,  that  where  there  is  an  express  contract  by  deed 
between  the  parties,  assumpsit  cannot  be  brought  on  an  implied  pro- 
mise ;  the  remedy  must  be  alone  on  the  deed.  Baber  v.  Harris,  9  Ad. 
&  El.  532,  confirms  this. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  our 
judgment.  The  case  of  Kinlyside  v.  Thornton,  is  directly  in  point. 
That  has  decided  that  an  action  on  the  case,  in  the  nature  of  waste, 
will  lie,  as  well  as  covenant,  for  the  breach  of  that  contained  in  the 
lease. 

Maule,  Cresswell,  and  WrLLiAMS,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Judgffentfor  the  plaintiff. 


William  Jarvis  (on  behalf  of  himself  and  Edward  Elkes),  appel- 
lant; Joshua  John  Peele,  Town-Clerk  of  Shrewsbury,  respon- 
dent.^ 

November  13, 1851. 

Registration —  Residence. 

A,  a  freeman  of  the  borough  of  Shrewsbuiy  paying  scot  and  lot,  for  npwards  of  two  yean 
last  past,  and  down  to  the  25th  of  March,  1851,  occapied  and  resided  in  a  honse  on  the 
Wyle  Cop,  within  the  ancient  and  present  limits  of  tiiie  borough,  and,  since  the  25th  of 
March,  down  to  and  on  the  81st  of  July,  occupied  and  resided  in  a  house  at  Coton  HiU, 
without  the  ancient  but  within  the  present  limits  of  the  borough.  The  revising  barrister, 
holding  him  to  be  disqualified  by  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  32,  expunged  his  name  from  the 
list  of  freemen  voters :  — 

The  court,  without  hearing  any  argument  (the  counsel  for  the  respondent  admitting  that  he 
could  not  support  it), -reversed  the  decision. 

John  Mansell  objected  to  Edward  Elkes  having  his  name  retained 
on  the  list  of  voters  as  a  freeman  for  the  borough  of  Shrewsbury. 
The  right  of  voting,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  statute  2  W. 

1 11  Common  Bench  Bep.  15. 
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4,  c.  45,  was  in  the  burgesses  inhabiting,  on  the  day  of  election,  within 
the  borough  of  Shrewsbury,  or  in  the  suburbs  thereof,  paying  scot 
and  lot,  and  not  receiving  alms  or  charity.       * 

The  present  boundary  of  the  borough,  as  defined  by  the  statute 
2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  64,  is  more  extended  than  the  limits  of  the  ancient 
borough. 

It  was  proved  that  Edward  Elkes  was  a  freeman  of  the  said 
borough;  that,  on  the  31st  of  July,  1851,  he  occupied  and  resided  in 
a  bouse  on  the  Wyle  Cop,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Julian,  within  the 
limits  of  the  ancient  and  present  borough,  and  that  he  had  so  occu- 
pied and  resided  in  that  house  from  the  25th  day  of  March  last,  and 
up  to  the  time  of  the  revision ;  that,  for  upwards  of  two  years  last 
past,  and  up  to  the  said  25th  of  March,  he  had  occupied  and  resided 
in  a  house  and  premises  at  Coton  Hill,  in  the  parish  of  St  Mary, 
without  the  ancient  limits  of  the  borough,  but  within  the  present 
limits ;  that  he  had  been  duly  rated  to,  and  had  paid,  his  rates  and 
taxes  for  both  houses  and  premises,  and  had  resided  within  the  ancient 
and  present  limits  of  the  said  borough  since  the  25th  of  March  last, 
and  prior  to  that  time,  and  for  two  years,  within  seven  miles  from 
the  polling  place  of  the  said  borough,  and  within  the  limits  of  the 
new  borough. 

On  behalf  of  Edward  Elkes,  it  was  contended  that  he  was  possessed 
of  the  requisite  qualification  on  the  3!bst  of  July,  and  therefore  entitled 
to  have  his  name  retained  on  the  list. 

It  was  objected,  that,  under  the  statute  2  W.  4,  c  45,  s.  32,  Elkes 
was  not  entitled  to  vote  as  a  freeman,  by  reason  of  his  residence,  and 
paying  scot  and  lot  for  the  dwelling-house  on  Wyle  Cop,  within  the 
ancient  and  present  limits  of  the  borough,  on  account  of  such  occu- 
pation and  residence  being  for  less  than  six  months  before  the  31st  of 
July ;  and  that  his  residence  at  Coton  Hill,  within  the  present  limits, 
but  not  within  the  ancient  limits  of  the  borough,  though  within  seven 
miles  from  the  polling-place  of  the  said  borough,  did  not,  with  the 
subsequent  residence  in  the  borough,  confer  the  right  to  vote. 

The  revising  barrister  held  the  objection  good,  and  expunged  the 
-  name  of  Edward  Elkes  from  the  list. 

The  case  of  William  Jarvis,  whose  claim  as  a  freeman  of  the  . 
borough  rested  upon  grounds  similar  to  the  above,  and  was  in  like 
manner  disallowed,  was  consolidated  with  the  principal  case,  and 
Jarvis  was  named  appellant,  to  prosecute  such  consolidated  appeal, 
and  the  town-clerk  of  Shrewsbury  respondent. 

Wliateley  appeared  for  the  appellant ;  but 

Selfe^  who  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  admitting  that 
he  was  unable  to  support  the  decision  of  the  revising  banister,  the 
appeal  was  allowed,  without  argument 

Decision  reversed. 
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Sheddon,  appellant;  Butt,  respondent^ 

Noyember  18, 1851. 

Appeal  Copies  of  Paper-Books. 

The  court  refused  to  hear  an  appeal  (or  to  allow  it  to  stand  over),  where  the  appellant  had 
failed,  on  the  respondent's  default,  to  deliver  copies  of  the  case  to  the  junior  puisne 
judges. 

Upon  this  case  being  called  on,  it  appeared  that  no  paper-books 
had  been  delivered  to  the  two  junior  puisne  judges,  whereupon  the 
court  ordered  the  appeal  to  be  struck  out. 

Pould^Tij  for  the  appellant,  who  had  in  due  time  delivered  paper- 
books  to  the  lord  chief  justice  and  the  senior  puisne  judge,  prayed  that 
the  case  might  be  allowed  to  stand  over,  to  give  him  time  to  supply 
the  omission.  He  referred  to  Newton  v.  The  Overseers  of  Mobberley^ 
2  Com.  B.203;  s.  c.  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  335,  and  Newton  v.  TJie  Over- 
seers of  Crowley,  2  Com.  B.  207 ;  s.  c,  1  Lutw.  Reg.  Cas.  336,  where, 
the  appellant  having  neglected  to  give  the  notice  required  by  the  6 
&  7  Vict.  c.  18,  s.  ftl,  the  respondent  having  agreed  to  waive  it,  the 
court  postponed  the  hearing  of  the  case,  in  order  to  give  the  appellant 
an  opportunity  to  comply  with  the  statute. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  The  court  can  only  entertain  these  appeals  accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  rules  and  practice  as  to  special  cases.  To  do 
otherwise,^ would  be  directly  acting  in  the  teeth  of  the  act  of  parli^« 
ment^  The  cases  referred  to  are  not  to  the  point ;  the  court  there 
proceeded,  perhaps  correctly,  on  the  ground  that  the  appellant  had 
been  "  lulled  into  security  by  the  supposed  waiver."  The  appeal  must* 
be  struck  out.* 

The  rest  of  the  court  concurring. 

Appeal  struck  out,^ 


1 11  Common  Bench  Bep.  29. 

2  The  50th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  enacts,  "that  all  appeals  or  matters  of 
appeal  from  or  in  respect  of  any  decision  of  any  revisine  barrister  entertained  in  man- 
ner thereinbefore  mentioned  [s.  42,]  shall  be  prosecuted,  heard  and  detennined  in  and 
by  her  Majesty's  0>urt  of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster,  according  to  the  ordinary 
rules  and  practice  of  that  court  with  respect  to  special  cases,  so  &r  as  the  same  may  be 
applicable,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  or  in  sach  manner  and 
form,  and  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations,  as  the  said  court,  from  time  to  time,  by 
any  rule  or  order  made  for  regulating  the  practice  and  proceedings  in  such  appeals, 
shall  order  ancl  direct" 

3  See  AUen^  appellant,  TTa^Aotue,  respondent,  7  Scott,  N.  R  485 ;  s.  c.  1  Lutw.  Reg. 
Caa.  93  (a),  where  the  respondent  having  delivered  paper-books  to  the  two  junior 
puisne  judges,  but  none  having  been  delivered  to  the  lord  chief  justice  and  the  senior 
puisne  ju^e,  the  court  allowed  the  case  to  stand  over. 

*  The  practice  as  to  the  delivery  of  paper-books  is  regulated  by  the  rule  of  BSlary 
Term,  4  Will.  4,  s.  7,  which  provides,  that,  ^*  four  clear  days  before  the  day  appointed 

VOL.  XIV.  28 
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Newman  v.  Graham.^ 

June  2,  1851. 

Special  Jury, 

Whero  the  defendant  has  duly  obtained  a  rule  for  a  special  joxy,  and  Che  jory  has  been 
stmck  and  reduced,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  court  to  direct  that  the  canse  be  tried  by  a 
common  jury,  on  the  defendant's  failure  to  summon  a  special  juiy. 

Bramwell,  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  show  cause  why  this  cause  should  not  be  tried  in  its  order, 
and  by  a  common  jury,  unless  the  defendant  should  cause  a  special 
jury  to  be  summoned.  It  appeared  that  the  rule  for  a  special  jury 
was  obtained,  and  that  the  jury  had  been  duly  struck  and  reduced, 
but  that,  when  the  cause  was  called  on,  it  was  found  that  no  jury  had 
been  summoned. 

gERvis,  C.  J.  Why  did  not  the  plaintiff  summon  the  special  jury?] 
e  swears  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  defendaht's  default,  ana 
his  attorney  was  uninformed  as  to  the  practice. 

[Cresswell,  J.  The  statute  3  6.  2,  c.  25,  s.  15,  is  imperative,  that 
the  jury  struck  shall  be  the  jury  to  try  .the  issue.] 

The  Court  of  Exchequer  has  repeatedly  done  that  which  is  now 
asked. 

Jervis,  C.  J.     And  so  has  this  court;  but  not  very  recently.     It  is 
not  competent  to  any  court  to  repeal  a  positive  enactment  of  the 
legislature.     The  practice  on  the  subject  is  quite  settled.^ 
'  The  rest  of  the  court  concurring. 

Rule  refused. 

for  argument,  the  plaintiff  shall  deliver  copies  of  the  demurrer-book,  special  case,  or 
special  verdict,  to  tne  lord  chief  justice  of  tne  Kind's  Bench  or  Common  Pleas,  or  lord 
cnief  baron,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  the  senior  juc^  of  the  court  in  which  the  action 
is  brought;  and  the  defendLant  shall  deliver  copies  to  the  other  two  judges  of  the  court 
next  in  seniority ;  and,  ui  default  of  either  party,  the  other  party  may,*  on  the  day 
following,  deliver  such  copies  as  ought  to  have  oeen  so  deUvered  by  the  party  making 
default ;  and  the  party  making  de&ult  shall  not  be  heard  until  he  shall  have  paid  for 
such  copies,  or  deposited  with  the  clerk  of  the  rule^  in  the  Eins's  Bench  and  Exche- 
quer, or  die  secondary  in  the  Common  Pleas,  as  the  case  may  oe,  a  sufficient  sum  to 
pay  for  such  copies.** 

1  11  Common  Bench  Rep.  153. 

2  See  Breach  v.  (/Brieny  9  Com.  B.  227,  and  the  cases  there  referred  to.  In 
Dawson  v.  Smithy  1  L.  M.  &  P.  151,  it  is  said,  that  a  special  jury  rule  does  not  deprive 
a  party  of  his  right  to  the  common  jury  process,  until  a  special  jury  has  been  struck. 
And  see  Devanage  v.  Borihvokk^  2  L.  M.  &  P.  277. 

♦  This  Ib  construed  to  be  imperative;  see  Hooper  y,  Wodmer^  10  Com.  B.  870;  s.  c.  1  Eng. 
Rep.  899,  where  it  was  held,  that,  where  the  plaintiff  has  dolivored  all  the  demurrer-books,  he 
cannot  call  upon  the  defendant  to  pay  for  those  delivered  to  the  junior  puisne  iudcfes,  as  a  con- 
dition of  his  being  heard,  unless  he  has  himself  strictly  complied  with  the  rule,  by  Qelivering  the 
books  for  the  defendant  on  the  day  following  that  on  which  the  defendant  should  have  delivered 
them. 
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DURING  THE  TEAR  1852. 


De  Rothschild  and  others  v.  The   Royal   Mail   Steam   Packet 

Company.^ 

Jane  2,  1852. 

Bill  of  Lading,  Construction  of —  Loss  by  "  Robbers  "  or  "  Dangers  of 

the  Bx)ads.^^ 

The  defendants  receiTed  goods  at  Panama,  to  be  carried  to  and  delirered  in  London,  **  the 
act  of  God,  the  queen's  enemies,  pirates,  robbers,  fire,  accidents  from  machineiy,  boilers, 
and  steam,  the  dangers  of  the  seas,  roads,  and  rivers  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever 
excepted."  The  goods  were  stolen  without  violence,  when  in  the  course  of  transmission 
from  Southampton  to  London :  — 

Bdd,  that  this  was  not  a  loss  within  the  exception  either  of  "robbers"  or  "dangers  of  the 
roads,"  as  the  word  "  robbers  "  meant  loss  by  violence,  and  ^  dangers  of  the  roads  "  meant 
either  dangers  of  roads  where  ships  lie  at  anchor,  or  such  dangers  on  land  as  more  imme- 
diately occur  on  roads,  e.  g.  the  overturning  of  the  carriages. 

This  was  an  potion  against  the  defendants,  for  not  delivering  goods 
pursuant  to  the  terms  of  a  bill  of  lading. 

The  declaration  stated,  that  on  the  1st  of  April,  1851,  the  plain- 
tiffs caused  to  be  deUvered  to  the  defendants,  for  shipment  on  board 
one  of  their  ships,  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  namely,  off  Chagres,  in 
South  America,  eleven  boxes  of  gold  dust,  of  the  value  of  40,000/.,  to 
be  carried  and  conveyed  by  the  defendants  (with  liberty  to  transship 
on  board  any  of  their  ships),  to  be  delivered  within  a  reasonable  time 

1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Exch.  27d ;  7  Exchequer  Rep.  734. 
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in  that  behalf,  at  the  Bank  .of  England,  in  the  city  of  London,  (the 
act  of  God,  the  queen's  enemies,  pirates,  robbers,  accidents  from 
machinery,  boilers,  and  steam,  the  dangers  of  the  seas,  roads,  and 
rivers,  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  excepted),  to  the  plaintiffs 
or  their  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the  same,  at  the  rate  of 
one  and  three  eighths  per  cent,  and  the  defendants  then  accepted  and 
received  the  same  accordingly,  for  the  purpose  and  upon  the  terms 
aforesaid.  And  the  plainti^  have  always  been  ready  and  willing  to 
accept  the  said  goods  at4he  place  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  to 
pay  the  said  freight  for  the  same ;  and  a  reasonable  time  for  the  de- 
fendants to  carry  and  convey  the  said  goods  to,  and  deliver  the  same 
at  the  place  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  had  elapsed  before  this  suit,  and 
they  were  not  prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  act  of  God,  the  queen's 
enemies,  pirates,  robbers,  &c. ;  and  although  the  defendants  have  car- 
ried, conveyed,  and  delivered  a  part  of  the  said  goods,  namely,  ten 
boxes  of  gold  dust,  yet  they  have  not  carried,  conveyed,  arid  delivered 
the-  residue  of  the  said  goods,  namely,  the  other  of  the  said  boxes  of 
gold  dust,  of  the  value  of  3,0002.,  to  the  plaintiffs  or  their  assigns,  at 
the  place  and  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  and 
the  same  has  not  been  in  any  ipanner  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs.  And 
that  whilst  the  defendants  had  the  last-mentioned  box  of  gold  dust  for 
the  purpose  aforesaid,  they  took  so  little  and  bad  care  thereof,  that  the 
same  then,  by  reason  of  the  bad  and  improper  care  and  conduct  of 
the  defendants  in  that  behalf,  and  not  by  reason  of  any  or  either  of 
the  said  excepted  risks,  became  and  was  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiffs. 
The  defendants  pleaded,  in  one  plea,  that  the  goods  in  question 
were  lost  by  robbers ;  and  in  another,  that  they  were  lost  by  the  dan- 
gers of  the  roads.     Issues  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings  for  Middlesex, 
after  Hilary  term,  it  appeared  that  eleven  boxes  of  gold  dust  had  been 
received  by  the  defendants  at  Panama,  and  the  following  bill  of  lading 
given :  —  "  Received,  in  good  order  and  well-conditioned,  from  B.  Da- 
vidson, Esq.,  for  shipment  on  board  one  of  the  Royal  Mail  Steam 
Packet  Company's  vessels,  off  Chagres,  eleven  packages,  weighing, 
gross,  500  cwt  1  qr.  13  lbs.  14  oz.,  and  said  to  contain  7,377  oz.  10 
dwts.,  T.  w.,  gold  dust,  valued  118,040  dollars,  being  marked  and  num- 
bered as  per  margin,  and  all  to  be  delivered  (with  liberty  to  transship 
on  board  any  other  of  the  company's  ships,  in  like  good  order  and 
condition,)  at  the  Bank  of  England  (the  act  of  God,  the  queen's  ene- 
mies, pirates,  robbers,  fire,  accidents  from  machinery,  boilers,  and 
steam,  the  dangers  of  the  seas,  roads,  and  rivers,  of  whatever  nature 
or  kind  soever,  excepted),  unto  Messrs.  Rothschild  &  Sons,  of  Lon- 
don, or  his  or  their  assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  at  the  rate  of 
one  and  three  eighths  per  cent" 

All  the  boxes  were  brought  across  the  Isthmus  of  Panama,  and 
were  shipped  at  Chagres  for  Southampton,  where  they  arrived  in  due 
course ;  but  in  the  course  of  their  transmission  to  London,  by  the 
railway,  one  of  the  boxes  was  stolen,  without  violence.  The  jury 
found  that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  convey- 
ance of  them  to  London,  and  that  this  negligence  caused  the  loss. 
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Under  bis  lordship's  direction,  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defend- 
ants, with  liberty  to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  them. 
A  rule  nisi  had,  accordingly,  been  obtained,  against  which 

Tlie  Attorney' General  {F.  Thesiger)^  Orowder  and  Needham,  now 
showed  cause.  ^  The  defendants  are  protected  by  one  or  other  of  the 
exceptions  specified.  First,  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  <<  robbers." 
It  is  admitted  that  the  legal  meaning  of  robbery  for  the  purposes  of 
criminal  proceedings,  is  a  felonious  taking  from  the  person  of  another, 
or  in  his  presence,  by  violence ;  but,  looking  at  this  bill  of  lading  as 
a  commercial  contract,  and  the  objects  contemplated  by  it,  the  word 
'^  robbers"  cannot  be  interpreted  in  its  strict  sense, l)ut  must  include 
any  felonious  taking.  Such  goods  as  these  could  not  be  carried  about 
the  person  so  as  to  be  exposed  to  robbery  in  this  sense,  but  they 
would  be  exposed  to  the  ordinary  danger  of  thieves ;  and  that  is  the 
proper  construction  to  be  put  on  the  word  "  robbers."  There  are 
many  instances  in  the  law  where  this  extended  and  popular  meaning 
has  been  given  to  the  word  "  robber."  [They  referred  to  23  Hen.  8,  c. 
1,  s.  3;  5  &  6  Edw.  6,  c.  9;  39  Eliz.  c.  15,  s.  2;  7  Geo.  2,  c.  15;  26 
Geo.  3,  c.  86 ;  Sutton  v.  Mitchell,  1  Term  Rep.  18 ;  Tomlinson  v.  Brit- 
tlebank,  4  B.  &  Ad.  630 ;  s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  K.  B.  105 ;  The 
King  V.  Moore,  1  L.  C.  C.  335 ;  and  The  King  v.  Mason,  Russ.  &  R. 
419.]  But,  secondly,  the  loss  was  also  within  the  exception  of  dan- 
gers of  the  road.  It  has  been  suggested  that  roads  means  sea-roads ; 
but  this  is  not  so.  It  is  a  term  not  usually  introduced  into  policies, 
and  is  applicable  to  the  peculiar  circumstance  of  this  company  being 
carriers  by  land  and  water.  If  roads  do  not  mean  roadsteads,  neither 
do  the  dangers  of  roads  mean  only  such  as  arise  from  imperfect  roads, 
such  as  precipices,  broken  arches,  &c.,  but  the  words,  <'  dangers  of  the 
roads,"  are  equivalent  to  dangerous  roads,  frcfn  whatever  cause  such 
danger  may  arise.  In  Doctor  and  Student,  Dial  2,  c.  38,  the  expres- 
sion is  used,  ^  ways  that  be  dangerous  for  robbing."  Loss  by  robbers 
has  been  held  to  be  within  the  meaning  of  "  perils  of  the  seas."  Pick- 
ering V.  Barclay,  2  Rol.  Abr.  248 ;  Barton  v.  Walliford,  Comb.  56. 

Alexander  Oockbum,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  loss  was  not 
within  either  of  the  exceptions.  First,  as  to  robbers.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  term  "rob'bery  "  does  not  always  and  of  necessity  imply  per- 
sonal violence.  But  primd  facie  it  does  and  should  be  so  construed 
here,  for  this  bill  of  lading  is  a  legal  document,  and  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  carefully  drawn  up.  At  any  rate,  it  is  clear  from 
the  context  and  from  the  circumstances  with  reference  to  which  the 
contract  was  made,  that  robbery  is  used  in  its  technical  signification. 
The  defendants  are  carriers  by  land  and  water.  On  the  other  side 
of  the  Atlantic  the  country  is  wild  and  barbarous,  and  in  crossing  the 
Isthmus  of  Panama  the  people  conveying  the  treasure  would  be  lia- 
ble to  the  attacks  of  armed  bands  of  robbers.     Against  such  dangers 


1  April  27,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pabkb,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 
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—  such  vis  major — this  contract  was  firamed,  and  not  against  any 
petty  pilfering  which  might  possibly  happen  in  a  peaceable  country 
like  this,  and  in  consequence  of  such  culpable  negligence  as  was 
exhibited  in  this  case.  The  words  are  taken  from  policies  of  insur- 
ance, and  in  them  it  has  been  held  that  thieves  mean  public  thieves. 
Com.  Dig.  "  Merchant"  (E,  g.),  Amould's  Ins.  817,  Parkas  Insur.  36, 
8th  ed.,  Abbott,  345,  Jones  on  Bailments,  43.  Secondly,  perils  of  the 
roads  either  mean  perils  incurred  in  the  roadsteads,  or  such  perUs  as 
are  incidental  to  the  road  itself,  such  as  might  occur  in  that  rugged 
country.  Perils  of  the  sea  mean  perils  arising  from  the  sea,  and  not 
such  as  are  merely  perils  on  the  sea,  as  where  a  ship  was  sunk  by 
being  fired  into  by  a  friendly  vessel  by  mistake.  Oullen  v.  Butler^  5 
M.&  S.461.  (He  was  then  stopped  by  the  court) 

Cur,  adv.  vuU. 
Judgment  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case  the  plaintiffs  sought  to  recover  from 
the  defendants  the  value  of  two  boxes  of  gold  dust,  part  of  eleven 
received  by  them  at  Panama,  to  be  carried  to  the  Bank  of  England. 
The  defendants  carried  the  goods  from  Panama  across  the  Isthmus  by 
land,  shipped  them  at  Chagres,  and  brought  them  by  steam  vessels  to 
Southampton,  and  thence  carried  them  by  the  London  and  South* 
Western  Railway  to  London.  The  bill  of  lading  was  given  for  them 
at  Panama,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  eleven  packages,  said  to 
contain  7,000  and  odd  ounces  of  gold  dust  to  be  carried  to  the  Bank 
of  England — "the  act  of  God,  the  queen's  eneiAies,  robbers,  fire, 
accidents  from  machinery,  boilers,  steam,  dangers  of  the  sea,  roads, 
and  rivers,  of  whatsoever  nature  or  kind,  excepted."  All  the  pack- 
ages arrived  safely  at  Southampton,  and  were  placed  on  the  railroad 
to  be  carried  to  Londo#,  but  one  of  them  was  stolen  secretly  from  the 
railway  truck  before  their  arrival  there,  and  the  jury  found  that  the 
defendants  were  guilty  of  negligence  in  the  conveyance  of  them  to 
London,  which  caused  the  loss. 

The  defendants  pleaded  the  exceptions  in  the  bill  of  lading  in  two 
different  pleas,  one  stating  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  robbers, 
the  other  by  dangers  of  the  roads.  At  the  trial,  both  pleas  were  found 
for  the  defendants,  but  with  a  reservation  of  liberty  to  enter  the  ver- 
dict on  both  for  the  plaintiffs.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted,  the 
case  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  was  elaborately  and  fully  argued 
during  the  last  term.  Sir  Alexander  Cockburn  was  heard  in  part  for 
the  plaintiffs.  Being  satisfied  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  reco- 
ver, we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  hear  any  frirther  arguments  upon 
the  subject.  The  question  is,  whether  the  theft  committed  on  the 
South- Western  Railway  was,  first,  an  act  of  robbers;  secondly,  was 
it  a  danger  of  roads  within  the  true  meaning  of  the  bill  of  lading  ? 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  neither  the  one  nor  the  other.  It 
was  argued,  for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  word  "  robbers  "  ought  not  to 
be  construed  in  the  technical  sense  given  to  the  word  by  the  English 
law  writers,  and  by  some  of  the  English  statutes, —  the  1  Vict  c.  87, 
8.  2,  for  instance,  where  it  means  a  felonious  taking  from  the  person 
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in  the  presence  of  another,  of  money,  or  goods,  against  his  will  by 
force,  and  putting  him  in  fear ;  for  it  was  not  likely  that  a  robbery  in 
that  sense  would  occur,  as  the  packages  were  not  in  the  personal  pre- 
sence of  the  defendants  or  their  servants,  and  still  less  were  they  upon 
their  persons.  Other  statutes  were  cited  where  the  meaning  is  much 
more  comprehensive,  and  includes  the  taking  without  force.  Besides, 
in  construing  such  instruments,  it  was  contended  that  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  words  used  must  be  followed.  We  think  that  position 
is  correct,  but  we  must  also  look  at  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
contract  was  made,  and  the  peculiar  subject  to  which  it  applied ;  and 
taking  these  into  consideration  we  cannot  doubt  that  the  meaning  of 
the  contract  was,  that  the  defendants  were  not  to  be  liable  for  the 
loss  of  the  gold  dust  in  instances  where  it  was  taken  by  force  by  a  m 
Tnajor  which  they,  the  defendants,  could  not  resist,  but  that  they  were 
to  be  liable  where  it  was  pilfered  from  them  or  taken  by  stealth.  It 
is  very  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  shippers  of  a  very  precious 
article,  of  which  a  large  value  is  comprised  in  a  very  small  space, 
which  is  capable  of  being  easily  abstracted  by  any  person  employed 
in  carrying  it,  meant  to  exempt  the  persons  to  whom  they  gave  the 
custody  and  cajre  of  it  from  all  responsibility  for  theft  committed  by 
their  crew,  or  others,  against  whom  presumably  they  could  guard  by 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care ;  but  it  is  likely  that  they  should  agree 
to  exempt  where  the  goods  were  taken  by  a  force  which  they  could 
not  resist  The  nature  of  the  transaction  shows  clearly,  therefore, 
that  the  word  "  robbers  "  means,  not  "  thieves,"  but  robbers  by  force, 
to  whom  the  term  is  more  usually  applied,  although  in  common  par- 
lance it  is  often  applied  to  every  description  of  theft  It  is  explained 
also  by  the  word  with  which  it  is  associated, "  pirates,"  who  certainly 
take  by  force  and  not  by  stealth.  We  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  in 
this  bill  of  lading  that  this  is  the  proper  meaning  of  the  word  "  rob- 
bers," and  this  being  so,  the  loss  in  this  case  was  not  by  robbers,  and 
that  the  plea  in  which  the  loss  was  so  stated  ought  to  be  found  for 
the  plaintiffs. 

We  do  not  feel  any  difficulty  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  dan- 
gers of  the  roads."  We  think  the  word  "  roads  "  may  be  explained 
by  the  context  to  mean  marine  roads  in  which  vessels  lie  at  anchor ; 
or  suppose  it  means  roads  on  land,  the  dangers  of  the  roads  are  those 
which  are  immediately  caused  by  roads,  as  the  overturning  of  car- 
riages in  rough  and  precipitous  places.  The  losses  by  robbers  are 
already  provided  for  under  the  general  term  "  robbers."  Thtf  same 
reason  which  induces  us  to  believe  the  parties  did- not  mean  the  defend- 
ants should  not  be  exempted  from  pilfering  by  thieves  where  loss  by 
jobbers  is  excepted,  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  th^y  did  not  intend 
they  should  be  protected  in  the  case  of  loss  by  thieves  in  passing 
along  roads.     Our  judgment  wiU,  therefore,  be  for  the  plaintiffs. 

JudgTnent  for  the  plaintiffs} 

'In  MarshaU  v.  The  JNashviUe  Marine    (Tenn.  18390  a  policy  of  insurance  cover- 
and  Fire  Insurance  Co,,  1  HumphreyB,  99,    ed  risks  "  ot  the  rivers,  pirates,  rovers, 
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Costs —  Security  for  where  Plaintiff  a  Foreigner. 

Security  for  costs  will  not  be  required  from  a  plaintiff  who  is  a  foreigner,  if  he  is  actually  in 
this  country. 

[Oliva  T.  Johnson^  5  B.  &  Aid.  908,  oyermled.    Eds.] 

This  was  a  rule  obtained  by  the  defendant,  calling  upon  the  plain- 
tiff to  show  cause  why  he  shonld  not  give  security  for  costs.  It  was 
stated  in  the  affidavits,  upon  which  the  rule  was  granted,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  foreigner  usually  resident,  and  that  he  now  resided  at 
Athens,  and  that  he  was  come  over  to  this  country  for  a  temporary 
purpose  only,  and  not  with  the  intention  of  taking  up  his  permanent 
abode  here.     Against  this  rule, — 

Willes  now  showed  cause.  *  The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  is  an 
answer  to  this  application.  He  states  that  he  came  over  from  Athens 
to  this  country  for  the  express  purpose  of  bringing  this  action  against 
the  defendant,  and  that  he  has  been  resident  here  for  the  last  four 
months ;  that  he  fully  intends  to  bring  the  action  to  trial,  and  that  he 
believes  he  himself  will  be  a  witness;  and  he  further  states  that  it  is 
his  full  intention  to  remain  in  this  country  until  judgment  is  obtained 
in  the  action,  and  that  he  is  unable  to  give  security /or  costs  in  conse- 
quence of  the  loss  he  has  sustained  by  the  refusal  of  the  defendant  to 
repay  him  the  advances  he  has  made  to  him.  The  practice  is  settled 
in  this  court,  that  security  for  costs  cannot  be  required  from  the  plain- 
tiff if  he  is  actually  in  England,  although  he  usually  resides  abroad. 
Dowling  v.  Harmany  6  Mee.  &  W.  131 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  53.  In  that  case  the  practice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  as  laid 
down  in  Anonymous  case,  8  Taunt.  737,  was  followed. 

ihkves^  &c."      The  goods  insured  were  lor  Walworth  held,  that  under  a  poKcy  of 

<^  stolen  by  thieves  on  board  the  boat  em-  insurance  upon   goods,    against  •  loss   by 

ployed  in  the  transportation  of  the  eoods,  thieves,  the  underwriters  are  liable  for  a  I 

out  not  persons  connected  with  the  boat"  loss  by  thieves  who  are  in  no  way  con-  i 

It  was  held  the  loss  was  not  within  the  nectea  with  the  ship,  whether  the  robber}' 

policy ;  'that  the  theft  insured  against  was  is  by  simple  larceny  or  hj  open  violence, 

one  accompanied  by  violence^  and  express-  and  although  the  carrier  might  also  be  liable, 

ed  by  the  word  htrocinium^  robbery,  and  Andthiswasapprovedina  subsequent  case,  i 

not ^rtum,  a  thefl  committed  quietly  and  American  Ins,  Co.  v.  Bryan^  1  Hill,   25.  ( 

secretly.     See  also  3  Kent's  Com.  p.  303.  (N.  Y.  1841, J  where  it  was  also  held  to  be  < 

2  Amould  on  Ins.  p.  818.  immaterial  whether  such  theft  was  by  any 

On  the  other  hand  a  more  reasonable  ofthe  crew  or  others.  The  word  "thieves" 

construction  seems  to  have  been  adopted  is  not  limited   to    external  or   assailing 

m   The  Atlantic  Ins.  Co.  v.  Storrowy  5  thieves ;  s.  c.  26  Wendell,  563. 
Paige,  285,  (N.  Y.  1835,)  where  Chancel- 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  8.)  Exch.  276. 

2  Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Aldjbbson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Mabtin,  B.  | 
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T.  Jones^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  cases  cited  are  contrary  to 
what  was  decided  in  Oliva  v.  Johnson^  5  B.  &  Aid.  908,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  compelled  to  give  security  for  costs,  because  it  was  not 
shown  that  he  intended  to  continue  to  reside  in  this  country.  So 
also  in  Gumey  v.  Key^  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  669,  it  was  held  by  Williams,  J., 
that  if  a  plaintiff  permanently  reside  abroad  and  is  only  occasionally 
in  this  country,  security  may  be  required.  Naylor  v.  Joseph^  10  J.  B. 
Moore,  522 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  ^n.  s.^  C.  P.  207,  is  to  the  same  effect 
This  is  reasonable,  because  the  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  bring  an  ac- 
tion, and  put  the  defendant  to  costs,  and  retain  the  power  of  going 
away  at  any  moment,  and  avoid  the  consequences  of  his  vexatious 
conduct. 

[Alderson,  B.  The  defendant  is  in  a  worse  position,  because  he 
can  be  stopped  at  any  moment] 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged, as  it  was  decided  in  1840,  by  this  court,  that  the  practice  is 
not  to  require  security  for  costs  from  a  foreigner  being  plaintiff  if  he 
is  here  in  England.  Nor  is  it  so  unreasonable  as  is  contended,  for  if 
it  were  otherwise,  our  courts  would  be  shut  against  every  foreigner, 
unless  he  could  find  security  forx^osts.  However,  without  discussing 
the  reasons,  I  am  disposed  to  adhere  to  the  judgment  of  this  court 
in  Dowlinff  v.  Hdrman,  and  it  is  more  in  accordance  with  the  older 
cases. 

Alderson,  B.  The  question  comes  to  this,  whether  the  plaintiff 
must  state  that  he  resides  here,  and  intends  to  continue  to  reside 
here.  But  even  if  he  should  state  this,  it  would  be  of  little  value,  as 
he  might  at  any  time  change  his  intention.  I  think  the  simple  rule 
should  be  that  the  statement  that  he  is  resident  here  ought  to  be 
sufficient 

Platt,  B.  I  always  thought  it  clear  and  plain  that  it  is  only 
where  the  plaintiff  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  that  security  for  costs 
can  be  required. 

Martin,  B.  The  rule  is  plainly  laid  down  in  Dowling  v.  Harmafiy 
and  although  Oliva  v.  Johnson  was  not  there  cited,  yet  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  my  brother  Parke  was  counsel  in  that  case,  and  it  was 
not  likely  to  have  been  forgotten  by  him,  for  we  all  know  how  exact 
and  retentive  his  memory  is  in  these  matters. 

Rtde  discharged. 
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Cannan  and  others,  assignees  of  Nash,  a  bankrupt,  v.  The  South* 

Eastern  Railway  Company,^ 

May  7,  1852.       ' 

Ti'over  —  Notice  of  Act  of  Bankruptcy  —  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  «.  84  —  Fiat 
in  Bankruptcy  —  Variance  —  Right  of  Assignees  to  sue. 

A  bankrupt,  previously  to  his  bankruptcy,  deposited  timber  with  the  defendants,  who  were 
wharfinf^ers,  to  be  kept  at  their  whaif,  and  delivered  on  payment  of  the  wharfage.  On  the 
7th  of  February,  1848,  &Jiat  issued  against  him,  and  the  plaintiff,  Cannan,  was  appointed 
official  assignee.  The  bankrupt,  after  the  Jiatj  sold  the  timber,  and  between  September, 
1848,  and  tuinuary,  1849,  it  was  delivered  to  the  purchaser  by  the  defendants,  who  had  no 
notice  of  the  bankruptcy.  In  February,  1849,  the  other  plaintiffs  were  appointed  trade 
assignees. 

In  trover  by  the  official  and  other  assignees,  held,  first,  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable  for 
the  value  of  the  timber,  being  protected  by  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  b.  84.  Secondly,  that  the 
issuing  of  the  ^<  was  not  notice  to  all  the  world  of  its  issuing,  iheJiiU  not  standing  on  the 
same  footing  as  the  old  commission  of  bankruptcy. 

The  words  in  the  84th  section  "goods  belonging  to  any  bankrupt,'*  mean  goods  which  be* 
longed  to  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  they  were  deposited  in  the  possession  or  custody  of  the 
person  delivering  them,  and  which  would  have  continued  to  be  his  property  unless  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  had  occurred. 

Qucare^  whether  there  was  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  the  facts  stated,  on  the 
ground  that  the  official  assignee  was  to  be  considered  as  alone  possessed  of  the  timber  at 
the  time  of  the  conversion  and  not  the  trade  assignees. 

Trover  to  recover  the  value  of  a  quantity  of  timber  deposited  with 
the  defendants.  The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  (the  official 
assignee  and  the  trade  assignees)  were  possessed  of  the  timber  as 
assignees  of  John  Nash,  a  bankrupt. 

Pleas  —  not  guilty  and  not  possessed. 

The  facts  were  by  consent  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  a 
special  case,  as  follows. 

Case.  The  defendants  were  owners  of  a  wharf,  and  the  bankrupt, 
before  the  date  of  the  fiat  (which  it  must  be  understood  was  before 
the  act  of  bankruptcy),  deposited  the  timber  with  them,  to  be  kept  at 
the  wharf,  and  delivered  on  payment  of  the  wharfage.  On  the  7th 
of  February,  1848,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  Nash,  and  he 
was  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiff  Cannan  appointed  official 
assignee.  On  the  13th  of  February,  1849,  the  adjudication  was  for 
the  first  time  notified  in  the  Gazette,  and  the  other  plaintiffs  were 
afterwards  appointed  trade  assignees.  After  the  issuing  of  the  fiat, 
the  bankrupt,  without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  official  as- 
signee, sold  thetimber,  and  between  the  11th  of  September,  1848,  and 
the  15th  of  January,  1849,  it  was  delivered  by  the  defendants  to  the 
purchasers,  on  a  delivery  order  given  by  the  bankrupt  to  them.  The 
defendants  had  no  notice  of  the  fiat  or  adjudication,  nor,  as  it  must 
be  understood,  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  question  for  the  opinion 

•        - 

1 21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  257. 
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of  the  court  was,  whether  the  plaintifls  were  entitled  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  timber  from  the  defendants. 
The  case  was  argued  by 

WilleSy  for  the  plaintiffs  (April  26).  The  whole  of  the  assignees 
are  properly  joined,  and  the  conversion  is  well  alleged  to  have  been 
of  their  goods,  notwithstanding  the  official  assignee  was  alone  ap- 

fointed  at  the  time.  Their  title  relates  back  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy, 
t  is  clear  that  had  the  conversion  taken  place  before  the  appointment 
of  any  assignees  they  might  have  joined,  and  to  hold  that  they  can- 
not in  the  present  case,  must  be  productive  of  one  of  two  consequen- 
ces ;  either  the  court  must  hold  that  the  title  of  the  creditors'  assignees 
was  intermittent,  existing  prior  to  the  appointment  of  the  official 
assignees,  being  divested  oy  their  appointment,  and  again  attaching 
upon  their  own  appointment ;  or  the  old  doctrine  of  relation  must 
be  obliterated.  Cooper  v.  Chiltp,  1  Burr.  20,  shows  that  it  is  no  an- 
swer to  say,  that  to  apply  the  docbrine  of  relation  would  be  productive 
of  harsh  consequences.  That  the  title  of  the  assignees  relates  back 
to  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  is  supported  by  the  construction  of  all  the 
old  bankruptcy  laws. 

[Parke,  B.  If  at  the  time  of  the  wrong  done  there  was  an 
assignee  to  whom  the  wrong  was  done,  the  question  is,  whether  on 
the  appointment  of  a  subsequent  assignee  his  right  is  so  transferred 
so  as  to  make  it  a  wrong  done  to  such  new  assignee.] 

It  is  so  transferred.  The  13  Eliz.  c  7,  originated  the  doctrine  of 
relation.  1  Christian's  Bankrupt  Laws,  11.  The  title  of  the  pro- 
visional assignee  related  back,  and  when  the  official  assignee  was 
substituted  by  statute  he  was  invested  with  similar  rights.  The  6 
Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  45,  providing  for  the  appointment  of  the  provisional 
assignee,  directs  that  on  his  removal  he  shall  deliver  up  and  assign 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  to  the  creditors'  assignees,  and  that  '<  ail 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  which  shall  be  so  delivered  up  and  assigned 
shall  be  as  effectually  and  legally  vested  in  the  assignees  so  chosen 
as  aforesaid  as  if  the  first  assignment  had  been  made  to  them  by  the 
commissioners."  Now,  it  is  unnecessary  that  there  should  be  any 
formal  assignment,  and  the  creditors'  assignees  are  to  be  possessed 
jointly  with  the  official  assignee  —  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  s.  22 ;  but 
that  does  not,  nor  does  the  fact  that  by  that  section  the  official  assi^ee 
alone  is  to  receive  the  property,  affect  the  title  of  the  assignees.  The 
5  &  6  Vict  c.  122,  under  the  ^th  section  of  which  the  assignees  in 
the  present  case  were  appointed,  by  section  51,  enacts,  "  That  every 
official  assignee  of  any  bankrupt's  estate  appointed  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  shall  have  the  same  rights,  powers,  privileges  and 
exemptions  as  are  possessed  by  official  assignees  appointed  under  the 
said  recited  act  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  and  the  enactments  therein  con- 
tained," and  section  63  empowers  newly  appointed  official  assignees 
to  act  jointly  with  existing  assignees,  and  provides  that  "  all  the  real 
and  personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt  under  such  fiat  shall  immediately 
on  such  apointment  vest  in  such  official  assignee  jointly  with  the 
existing  assignees."     The  1  &  2  WilL  4,  c.  56,  s.  25,  does  away  with 
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the  necessity  of  assignment,  and  gives  their  appointment  the  opera- 
tion of  vesting  the  property  in  them.  The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  ss.  45  and  64, 
gave  the  creditors'  assignees  all  the  rights  of  the  provisional  assignees; 
and  the  same  rights  by  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  s.  25,  apply  to  the  credi- 
tors' assignees  with  respect  to  the  ofQ.cial  assignees.  The  only  con- 
clusion is,  that  the  property  is  vested  in  the  whole  of  the  assignees 
from  t}ie  act  of  bankruptcy ;  then,  the  right  relates  back,  and  makes 
the  wrongful  act  with  respect  to  the  property  a  wrongful  act  done  to 
their  property. 

[Martin,  B.  If,  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  before  the  appoint- 
ment of  assignees,  a  pint  of  wine  of  the  bankrupt  were  drunk  by  one 
who  had  no  right,  how  should  you  declare  ?] 

Suppose  the  assignees  brought  that  action,  then  it  would  be  said 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  bankrupt  was  then  possessed  of  the  property, 
and  it  was  not  then  assigned  by  the  appointment  of  assignees,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  declare  that  the  goods  were  the  property  of  the 
assignees,  and  that  they  were  converted  while  the  bankrupt  was 
possessed: 

(Pollock,  C.  B.  If  the  property  were  destroyed  it  could  not  be 
ivered  up.] 

But  the  statute  relates  to  rights  of  action,  and  vests  the  right  of 
action.  Secondly,  there  was  a  conversion.  Although  persons  doing 
an  act  in  performance  of  a  public  duty  may  be  protected  in  some 
cases,  and  although  the  company  obtained  possession  of  the  goods 
as  wharfingers,  and  under  a  contract,  yet  being  incorporated  under  an 
act  of  parliament  for  a  special  purpose,  they  could  not  enter  into  a 
contract  which  they  were  not  empowered  to  enter  into.  7%e  East 
Anglian  Railways  Company  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Com- 
pany^ 21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  23 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  505 ;  Wyld  v. 
Pickfordy  8  Mee.  &  W.  443 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  382, 
and  Yotd  v.  Harbottle,  Peake  N.  P.  49. 

[Martin,  B.  If  the  bankrupt  gave  a  lawful  authority  to  the  car- 
riers to  deliver  to  a  certain  person,  the  assignees  would  take  subject 
to  it 

Parke,  B.  Selling  by  a  man  who  has  no  right  to  sell  is  surely  a 
conversion.] 

Here,  the  bankrupt  had  no  right  The  statute  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  s.  84, 
must  mean  effects  of  which  the  bankrupt  was  possessed  at  the  time 
of  Ihe  delivery. . 

Hoggins^  contrsL  The  plaintiffs  allege  that  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
version they  were  possessed,  while,  in  fact,  one  of  them,  the  official 
assignee,  was  alone  possessed ;  and  it  ought  to  have  been  so  alleged. 
This  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  executors,  who,  if  they  sue  for  an 
injury  to  a  part  of  the  estate  committed  while  former  executors  were 
possessed  of  it,  must  so  aver  it  The  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  s.  25, 
merely  does  away  with  the  necessity  of  an  assignment  by  deed,  it 
does  not  put  the  assignees  in  the  same  position  with  the  provisional 
assignees.  The  22d  section  of  that  act  says,  in  the  most  emphatic 
words,  that  the  estate  shall  vest  in  the  official  assignee. 
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[Pollock,  C.  B.  The  creditors'  assignees  take  all  the  rightjai  of 
action.] 

Yes ;  but  they  most  lay  the  property  in  the  right  person  in  plead- 
ing. Secondly,  there  has  been  no  conversion  by  the  company ;  they 
were  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  the  owners  of  a  wharf  called  the 
"  Canal  Wharf,"  and  they  got  the  goods  to  be  kept  on  the  wharf,  and 
delivered  up  on  payment  of  wharfage.  The  goods  were,  therefore,  in 
their  possession  under  a  contract,  and  they  could  be  guilty  of  no  con- 
version while  acting  according  to  the  instructions  of  the  person  with 
whom  the  contract  was  entered  into.  Totonsefui  v.  Inglisj  Holt's  N.  P. 
278.  Thirdly,  the  defendants  had  no  notice  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy, 
nor  of  the  issuing  of  the  fiat ;  those  facts  are  found  by  the  case.  A 
fiat  is  issued,  and  for  more  than  twelve  months  no  notice  is  given  to 
the  public. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  It  may  well  be  that  the  delivery  back  to  a  man 
of  that  which  he  had  in  some  degree  parted  with  might  be  protected 
by  the  legislature,  and  that  is  the  construction  of  the  84th  section  of 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  taken  in  connection  with  the  82d.] 

This  is  similar  in  principle  to  the  case  of  a  tenant  who  has  paid 
his  rent,  without  notice  of  assignment, to  his  former  landlord;  in  that 
case  the  payment  so  made  is  good  against  the  assignee.  Watts  v. 
Ognelly  Cro.  Jac.  192.  No  action  could  be  maintained  against  the 
vendee.  Kynaston  v.  Orouch^  14  Mee.  &  W.  266 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  324,  and  that  is  a  test  Notice  of  a  docket  being  struck 
is  no  notice  of  a  prior  act  of  bankruptcy.  Notice  of  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy means  knowledge  or  wilfully  abstaining  from  acquiring  know- 
ledge. Bird  V.  Bass^  6  Man.  &  6. 143.  Knowles  v.  Horsfall^  5  B. 
&  Aid.  134,  shows  the  efiect  of  want  of  notice.  The  difficulty  raised 
on  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  84,  was  the  expression,  "  the  property  of  any 
bankrupt 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  To  construe  that  strictly  would  make  the  pro- 
vision nugatory.] 

WiUeSj  in  reply.  To  protect  the  company  from  this  action  would 
be  a  most  dangerous  extension  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  stand- 
inff  by.  The  assignees  were  entitled  to  the  goods  when  they  were 
delivered  by  the  company  to  the  person  to  whom  they  were  directed 
to  deliver  them.  Oakley  v.  Davis^  16  East,  82.  In  every  case  the 
hardship  of  a  man  being  made  liable  for  the  disposal  of  propertv 
where  he  has  acted  innocently  without  notice  will  not  be  regarded. 
The  cases  upon  the  subject  apply  only  where  a  person  transfers  pro- 
perty to  innocent  purchasers.  Knowles  v.  Horsfall  is  inapplicable ;  that 
case  relates  to  goods  appearing  to  be  the  property  of  the  bankrupt 
The  84th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  appUes  only  to  transfers  before 
the  assignees  are  appointed.  So  the  2  &  3  Vict  c.  29,  has  been  held 
to  apply  only  to  cases  of  fiats  before  the  commission,  when  no 
assignees  have  been  appointed.    Moon  v.  PhillipSj  9  Dowl.  P.  C.  294. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 
vol.  XIV.  29 
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The  judgment  of  the  court 'was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B.  His  lordship  stated  the  facts  as  above  set  forth,  and  pro- 
ceeded,—  For  the  plaintiffs  it  was  argued,  that  by  the  operation  of 
the  bankrupt  laws  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  transaction  took 
place  the  property  in  the  timber  vested  in  all  the  assignees,  by  rela- 
tion, from  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  that  the  delivery 
by  the  defendants  to  the  purchaser  from  the  bankrupt  was  a  conver- 
sion of  the  property.  The  cases  of  Cooper  v.  Chitti/,  Balme  v.  Hutton, 
9  Bing.  471 ;  s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  116,  and  Carlisle  v.  Gar- 
land, 7  Bing.  298  ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  C.  P.  96,  were  cited,  which 
conclusively  show  that  from  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  the 
goods  of  the  bankrupt  cease  to  be  his  and  become  the  property  of  his 
assignees,  who  may  maintain  an  action  of  trover  against  the  sheriff 
who  issues  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  against  the  bankrupt,  subject,  of 
course,  to  the  various  limitations  created  by  the  enactments  of  the 
various  statutes  on  this  subject. 

Three  points  were  made  for  the  defendants ;  first,  that  they  were 
protected  by  the  84th  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  the  6  Geo.  4,  c. 
16  ;  secondly,  that  the  delivery  of  the  timber  was  in  conformity  with 
the  contract  on  which  it  was  deposited  with  them,  and  without  notice 
of  any  change  in  the  property  for  title  to  the  timber,  and  was  not  a 
conversion,  and  they  were  excused  from  any  action  by  reason  of  such 
delivery ;  thirdly,  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  declaration 
and  the  facts  stated,  for  that  the  ofEcial  assignee  alone  was  possessed 
of  the  timber  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  (that  is,  the  delivery  to 
the  purchaser),  and  that  the  averment  that  all  the  assignees  were  then 
possessed  was  not  made  out,  and  that  the  defendants  were  entitled 
to  the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  issue  of  the  plea  of  not  possessed. 
There  is  no  doubt  whatever  of  the  truth  of  the  position  advanced  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiffs.  As  a  general  proposition,  the  title  of  the 
assignees  to  the  goods  has  relation  back  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy ; 
and,  notwithstanding  the  great  extent  to  which  the  application  of 
this  rule  has  been  cut  down  and  restricted  by  modern  enactments,  it 
still  remains  a  fundamental  rule  and  principle  of  the  bankrupt  laws. 
Note  to  Cooper  v.  Chitti/  and  KynasUm  v.  Crouch.  But,  we  think  the 
defendants  are  protected  by  the  operation  of  the  84th  section  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  which  section  enacts  that  no  person  or 
body  corporate,  or  public  company,  having  in  his  or  their  possession 
or  custody  any  money,  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  or  efi'ects  belong- 
ing to  any  bankrupt,  shall  be  endangered  by  reason  of  the  payment 
or  delivery  thereof  to  the  bankrupt,  or  his  order  (not  stating  before 
the  date  of  the  commission),  provided  he  or  they  had  not  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  committed. 

It  was  argued  that  the  operation  of  this  section  was  restricted  to 
delivery  before  the  issuing  of  the  commission  (that  is  now  the  fiat), 
until  which  time  the  goods  might  more  properly  be  said  to  belong 
to  the  bankrupt.  But  we  do  not  think  that  this  is  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  section.  In  truth,  the  goods  might  in  some  sense  be 
said  to  belong  to  the  bankrupt  up  to  the  time  of  the  appointment  of 
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the  assignees.  But  in  our  opinion  the  words  '^  goods  belonging  to 
the  bankrupt "  mean  goods  which  belonged  to  the  bankrupt  at  the 
time  they  are  deposited  in  the  possession  or  custody  of  the  person  or 
body  corporate,  or  public  company,  delivering  them,  and  which  would 
have  continued  to  be  his  property  unless  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had 
occurred.  That  section  was  meant  by  the  legislature  to  protect  wharf- 
ingers, warehousemen,  or  dock  companies,  and  other  parties  whose 
trade  it  is  to  hold  possession  of  other  men's  property  for  their  conve- 
nience, which  is  the  character  the  defendants  filled  in  the  present 
transaction. 

It  was  argued,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  their  view  was 
proved  to  be  correct  by  reason  of  the  preceding  section  of  the 
statute.  This  is  an  error.  The  84th  section  is  a  perfectly  independ- 
ent section,  and  has  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  the  preceding 
one.  It  is  taken  from,  and  intended  to  be,  a  substitute  lor  the  56 
Geo.  3,  c.  151,  which  consists  of  two  sections,  and,  in  substance,  con- 
tains what  is  contained  in  the  84th  section  of  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 
which  consolidated  all  the  existing  bankrupt  laws ;  and  it  seems  to 
be  perfectly  clear  that  the  56  Geo.  3,  c.  137,  which  was  to  extend  a 
provision  of  the  1  Jac.  1,  c  15,  s.  4,  namely,  that  no  debtor  of  a  bank- 
rupt should  be  endangered  by  the  payment  of  his  debt  to  the  bank- 
rupt (which  must  be  understood  to  mean  before  he  has  become 
bankrupt),  was  meant  to  protect  the  wharfinger  or  dock  company  who 
delivered  the  goods  to,  or  the  order  of  a  person  from  whom  they  were 
received,  before  they  had  knowledge  that  such  person  had  become 
bankrupt.  We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  defendants  are 
protected  by  the  operation  of  the  84th  section.  •  But  it  was  contended, 
for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  was,  ipsofactOj  notice  to 
all  the  world  of  its  issuing.  If  it  had  been  a  commission  it  would 
have  been  such  notice  according  to  the  case  of  Collet  v.  De  Gols  and 
Wardj  Cas.  temp.  Talbot,  45,  and  after  such  a  notice  there  might  be 
a  difficulty  in  saying  the  defendants  would  be  excused  under  the  84th 
section.  But  we  think  that  a  fiat  is  not  on  the  same  footing  as  the 
old  commission  of  bankruptcy  was.  At  the  time  when  this  bank- 
ruptcy took  place  the  statute  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  46,  was  in  force,  and 
by  the  12th  section,  in  lieu  of  a  commission,  a  fiat  issued  under  the 
hands  of  the  Chancellor  or  Master  of  the  Rolls,  or  other  judge  or 
Master  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  which  was  afterwards  entered  of 
record  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy.  In  our  opinion  that  was  not  a 
proceeding  of  the  same  public  notoriety,  certainly  not  until  it  was 
entered  of  record  as  the  issuing  of  the  commission  under  the  great 
seal,  and  does  not  itself  operate  as  a  notice ;  and  we  certainly  think, 
unless  compelled  by  authority,  we  ought  to  hold  notice  of  an  act  to 
be  knowledge  of  it  brought  home  to  the  mind  of  the  person  to  be 
affected  by  it  This  being  our  opinion,  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  other  two  points, raised  on  behalf  of  the  defendants.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  given  to  us  by  the 
special  case,  is,  that  a  nolle  prosequi  be  entered. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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Carr  V.  The  Lancashire  and  Yori;8hire  Railway  Company.^ 

May  8,  1852. 

Carriers  by  Eailway  —  Limitation  of  Liability —  Notice  — 

Construction  of  Contract. 

The  plaintiff  being  the  owner  of  a  horse  delivered  it  to  the  defendants,  a  railway  company, 
to  be  carried  on  their  railway,  subject  to  conditions  which  stated  that  the  owners  un- 
dertook all  risks  of  conveyance  whatsoever,  as  the  company  would  not  be  responsible  for 
any  injury  or  damage,  howsoever  caused,  occurrins  to  live  stock  of  any  description  travel- 
ling on  the  railway.  The  horse  having  been  injured  by  the  horsebox  being  propelled 
against  some  truckis  through  the  gross  negligence  of  the  company :  — 

Hddj  hasitante  Piatt,  B.,  that  the  company,  under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  were  not  respon- 
sible for  the  injury. 

Qfiare^  whether  the  company  would  have  been  responsible  if  the  horse  had  been  stolen. 

Case.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  were  the  own- 
ers of  the  Lancashire  and  Yorkshure  Railway,  and  were  possessed  of 
engines,  horseboxes,  &c.,  for  conveying  passengers,  horses,  cattle,  &c, 
on  the  railway  as  common-carriers ;  that  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the 
defendants  a  horse  to  be  carried  by  them  for  hire  in  a  horsebox,  on 
the  railway  from  Wakefield  to  Knottingley,  snbject  to  certain  condi- 
tions, assented  to  by  the  plaintiff  and  contained  in  a  notice  at  the 
foot  of  the  ticket  or  waybill  of  the  railway  company,  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  horse,  and  which  was  in  these  words — "  This  ticket  is 
issued  subject  to  the  owners  undertaking  all  risks  of  conveyance 
whatsoever,  as  the  company  will  not  be  responsible  for  any  injury  or 
damage  (howsoever  caused)  occurring  to  live  stock  of  any  descriptioD, 
travelling  upon  the  Lancashire  or  Yorkshire  Railway,  or  in  their  ve- 
hicles." That  whilst  the  horse  was  in  the  custody  of  the  defendants, 
and  through  the  improper  conduct  and  gross  negligence,  and  from  the 
want  of  proper  care,  skill  and  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
the  horsebox  was  propelled  on  the  railway  against  certain  trucks,  with 
so  great  violence  that  the  horse  was  seriously  damaged,  and  died  in 
consequence  thereof. 

Plea — Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial,  before  Alderson,  B.,  at  the  last  York  spring  assizes,  the 
jury  found  that  the  defendants  had  been  guilty  of  gross  negligence, 
and  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  87/.  In  the  term  fol- 
lowing, the  defendants  having  obtained  a  ride  nisi  to  arrest  the  judg- 
ment, 

Atherton  and  Cowling  showed  cause.  The  defendants  received  this 
horse  as  common-carriers,  and  although  it  may  be  that  they  might 
have  declined  to  carry  it,  yet  as  they  did  not  do  so,  the  general  liabil- 
ities and  duties  at  common  law  attach,  and  they  cannot  relieve  them- 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  261. 
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selves  by  any  such  notice  as  that  set  out  in  the  declaration,  The  law 
imposes  two  things  upon  common-carriers ;  first,  the  liability  of  being 
insurers,  irrespective  of  all  question  as  to  fulfilment  or  neglect  of  duty, 
and  secondly,  the  duty  of  exercising  reasonable  care,  or  at  least  of 
avoiding  gross  negligence.  The  Uabuity  may  be  got  rid  of  for  a  good 
consideration,  but  the  duty  cannot  be  avoided  except  by  authority  of 
law.  Thus,  the  notices  in  use  prior  to  the  Carriers  Act,  did  not  re- 
lieve the  carrier  from  the  obligation  of  reasonable  care.  If  the  mean- 
ing of  this  agreement  is,  that  gross  negligence  is  not  to  render  the 
defendants  liable,  such  agreement  is  not  legally  binding. 

[Parke,  B.  If  that  argument  be  correct,  the  plaintiff  should  have 
tendered  a  reasonable  compensation,  and  refused  to  have  entered  into 
the  special  contract  The  defendants  imposed  terms  and  the  plaintiff 
assented  to  them.] 

If,  however,  this  point  is  not  now  open,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
reasonable  construction  of  the  notice  is,  that  the  defendants  are  not 
to  be  exempted  from  the  consequences  of  their  own  gross  negligence. 
The  notice  only  exempts  them  from  unforeseen  accidents.  Upon  the 
point  fVyld  v.  Pickfordj  8  Mee.  &  W*  443 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  382 ;  Beck  v.  Evans,  16  East,  244 ;  Riley  v.  Homey  5  Bing.  217 ; 
s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  C.  P.  32 ;  Bodenham  v.  Betmeity  4  Price,  31 ;  Ellis 
V.  Turnery  8  Term  Rep.  431 ;  Gamett  v.  Willany  5  B.  &  Aid.  53 ;  ^eat 
V.  Foggy  5  B.  &  Aid.  342 ;  Story  on  Bailments,  p.  365,  s.  571,  a,  and 
Stuart  V.  Crawletfy  2  Stark.  323,  are  applicable.  If  the  full  literal 
meaning  be  given  to  the  words  of  this  notice,  even  then  the  company 
would  not  be  liable  for  the  wilful  misfeasance  of  their  servants.  The 
very  object  of  the  sender  of  the  horses  being  that  they  should  be  safely 
carried,  this  would  be  defeated  by  an  unlimited  exemption  being 
enjoyed  by  the  company  under  this  notice.  It  is  an  agreement  of  a 
personal  character,  and  rather  than  the  very  object  of  the  contract 
should  be  defeated,  the  repugnant  proviso  may  be  rejected  altogether. 
FumivaU  v.  Coombsy  5  Man.  &  G.  736 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C. 
P.  265.  The  special  contract  referred  to  in  the  6th  section  of  the  Car- 
riers Act  (1  WiU.  4,  c.  68),  must  mean  a  binding  contract,  for  which 
there  is  a  consideration ;  here  there  is  none.  They  referred  to  Shato 
V.  TTie  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Company y  18  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  8.)  Q.  B.  181 ;  Chippendale  v.  The  Lancashire  and  Yorkshire  Rail- 
way  Company y  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  22 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep. 
395. 

Wilkinsy  Serg.,  and  Tamlinsony  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  not 
called  upon. 

Parke,  B.  The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon  the  notice  which 
was  given  by  the  defendants,  and  which  forms  the  foundation  of  the 
contract  between  the  parties.  It  is  plain  that  since  the  passing  of 
the  Camera  Act,  it  is  competent  for  carriers  to  make  a  special  con- 
tract Such  a  contract  was  made  in  this  case,  and  the  only  question 
is  as  to  the  meaning  of  that  contract.  According  to  the  old  cases, 
there  was  this  limitation  upon  the  construction  of  carriers'  notices, 

29  • 
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that  unless  a  earner  excluded  bb  liability  in  express  toms,  accxnrdiiig 
to  the  ordinary  terms  of  the  notice,  he  would  be  responsible  for  gross 
negligence.  The  practice  of  a  carrier  protecting  lumself  by  notice, 
was  pat  an  end  to  by  the  Carriers  Act  Now,  whether  in  the  present 
case  the  defendants  are  liable  in  their  character  of  common-carriers, 
that  is,  that  they  are  bound  to  carry  safely  and  securely,  and  are  only 
protected  from  that  description  of  loss  which  arises  from  the  act  of 
Ood  and  the  king's  enemies,  and  the  like,  is  a  question  that  we  need 
not  discuss  now.  If  the  plaintiff  had  meant  to  make  the  defendants 
liable  as  common-carriers,  the  course  for  him  to  take  was  to  tender 
them  the  price  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods,  and  on  their  refusal  to 
carry,  to  bring  an  action  against  them  for  not  carrying.  Whether  the 
plaintiff  would  have  succeeded  in  that  action  we  need  not  say.  The 
duty  of  a  common-carrier  binds  him  to  carry  those  goods  only  which 
according  to  his  public  profession  he  is  bound  to  do.  That  is  esta- 
blished by  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  3%€  Midland  Railway  Compa$^y  4 
Exch.  Rep.  367 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  366.  But  with  the 
defendants  in  that  character  we  have  nothiug  to  do,  because  this  was 
the  case  of  a  special  contract,  and  we  have  nothing  to  do  but  to 
inquire  Into  the  meaning  of  it. 

Prior  tp  the  establishment  of  railways,  the  court  were  in  the  habit 
of  construing  contracts  between  individuals  and  earners,  much  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  latter.  Before  railways  were  in  use  the  articles 
conveyed  were  of  a  different  description  from  what  they  are  now. 
Sheep  and  other  live  animals  are  now  carried  upon  railways,  and 
horses  which  were  used  to  draw  vehicles  are  now  themselves  the 
objects  of  conveyance.  Ck>ntracts,  therefore,  are  now  made  with 
reference  to  the  new  state  of  things,  and  it  is  very  reasonable  that 
carriers  should  be  allowed  to  make  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting themselves  against  the  new  risks  to  which  they  are  in  modem 
times  exposed.  Horses  are  not  conveyed  on  railways  without  much 
risk  and  danger ;  the  rapid  motion,  the  noise  of  the  engine,  and  vari- 
ous other  matters  are  apt  to  alarm  them  and  to  caftse  them  to  do 
injury  to  themselves.  It  is,  therefore,  very  reasonable  that  carriers 
should  protect  themselves  against  loss  by  making  special  contracts. 
The  question  is,  whether  they  have  done  so  here. 

The  jury  have  found  that  the  defendants  have  been  guilty  of  gross 
negligence,  and  that  must  be  taken  as  a  fact  In  my  opinion  the 
owner  of  the  horse  has  taken  upon  himself  the  risk  of  conveyance, 
the  railway  company  being  bound  merely  to  find  carriages  and  pro- 
pelling power ;  the  terms  of  the  contract  appear  to  me  to  show  this. 
The  company  say  they  will  not  be  responsible  for  any  injury  or  da- 
mage (howsoever  caused)  occurring  to  live  stock  of  any  description, 
travelling  upon  their  railway.  This,  then,  is  a  contract  by  virtue  of 
whiuh  the  plaintiff  is  to  stand  the  risk  of  accident  or  injury,  and  cer- 
tainly, when  we  look  at  the  nature  of  the  things  conveyed,  there  is 
nothing  unreasonable  in  the  arrangement  In  the  case  of  Austin  v. 
The  Manchester^  Sheffield  and  Lincolnshire  Railway  CoTnpany,  20  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  440 ;  s.  c.  5  Eng.  Rep.  329,  the  language  of  the 
contract  was  different  from  the  present,  but  not  to  any  great  extent 
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[His  lordship  stated  the  case.]  In  that  case,  the  accident  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  wheels  not  being  properly  greased ;  in  the  present  case, 
the  carriage  that  contained  the  plaintiff's  horse  was  driven  against 
another  carriage.  We  ought  not  to  fritter  away  the  meaning  of  con- 
tracts merely  for  the  purpose  of  making  men  carefuL  That  is  a 
matter  that  we  are  not  bound  to  correct  The  legislature  may,  if  they 
please,  put  a  stop  to  contracts  of  this  kind,  but  we  have  nothing  to  do 
with  them  except  to  interpret  them  when  they  are  made. 

Aldbrson,  B.  The  defendants  in  this  case  undertook  to  carry  the 
goods  in  question  on  certain  terms.  The  question  then  is,  what  are 
those  terms  ?  It  is  clear  that  they  are  such  as  the  defendants  might 
lawfully  make.  It  is  plain  to  me  that  they  undertook  to  carry  the 
horse  at  the  risk  of  the  plaintifE  The  words  are  ^  the  owners  under- 
taking all  risk  of  conveyance  whatsoever."  Now,  under  those  terms 
a  question  might  be  raised  whether  the  injury  contemplated  was  such 
as  must  issue  in  injury  to  the  thing  conveyed ;  so  that  a  doubt  might 
arise  whether  the  case  of  the  horse  being  stolen  was  contemplated, 
as  under  such  circumstances  the  accident  would  not  issue  in  damage 
to  the  horse.  But  that  question  would  not  arise  here,  as  in  this  case 
the  horse  itself  has  been  injured.  The  result  is,  that  if  there  has  been 
gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  they  are  protected 
against  liability  by  virtue  of  the  words  of  the  contract. 

Platt,  B.  The  declaration  stetes  that  the  defendants  were  guilty 
of  gross  negligence,  and  that  fact  was  proved.  The  gravamen  of  the 
charge  is  the  gross  negligence.  [His  lordship  read  the  notice.]  Now, 
undoubtedly,  since  the  establishment  of  railways,  new  subjects  of 
conveyance  have  arisen.  Formerly,  horses  were  seldom  carried,  but 
now  they  are  ordinarily  conveyed  by  the  trains.  It  is,  therefore,  said 
that  new  stipulations  are  necessary  to  guard  carriers  from  the  risks 
which  are  incidental  to  this  new  mode  of  conveyance.  It  is  suggested 
that  the  animal  may  be  alarmed  by  the  noise  of  the  engine,  by  the 
speed  of  the  carriages,  and  by  various  other  causes,  and  that  unless 
we  take  upon  ourselves  the  office  of  legislation,  this  ticket  absolves 
the  carriers  from  all  responsibility.  I  own  I  am  startled  at  such  a  pro- 
position, and  considering  the  high  authority  by  which  it  is  supported, 
I  feel  I  ought  to  doubt  and  to  distrust  my  own  opinion.  But  I  am 
bound  to  say  that  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  language  of  this  ticket 
absolves  the  railway  company  from  all  liability  for  damage.  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  the  owner  of  the  goods  never  dreamed  of  such  a 
thing  when  he  signed  this  contract.  In  truth,  this  accident  had  noth- 
ing to  do  with  the  conveyance  of  the  horse.  The  accidents  referred 
to  are  those  which  occur  whilst  the  article  is  in  a  state  of  locomotion. 
The  case  of  gross  negligence,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  not  pointed  at  by 
this  contract 

Martin,  B.  I  agree  in  opinion  with  my  brothers  Parke  and  Alder- 
son.  This  is  the  case  of  a  special  contract,  which  the  plaintiff  has 
adopted  and  assented  to.    Without  doubt,  at  common  law,  a  carrier 
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is  entitled  to  make  a  special  contract.  If,  indeed,  he  refuses  to  carry 
goods,  except  on  the  terms  of  a  special  contract,  he  is  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion ;  but  if  he  makes  a  special  contract  it  must  be  abided  by.  The 
Carriers  Act  says  that  a  special  contract  may  be  made.  It  is,  then, 
our  duty  to  see  what  contract  the  parties  have  made.  Insurers  are 
answerable  for  gross  negligence,  and  if  goods  may  be  insured  others 
may  contract  that  they  wiU  not  be  answerable  for  their  own  gross 
negligence.  In  this  case,  the  language  used  by  the  parties  cannot  be 
stronger  than  it  is.  I  am  unable  to  say  what  was  passing  in  the 
mind  of  the  owner  of  the  horse.  I  am  to  look  only  at  the  terms  of 
the  notice,  and  if  the  carrier  had  been  desirous  of  preparing  a  con- 
tract by  which  he  would  get  rid  of  his  liability  in  respect  of  gross 
negligence,  he  could  not  have  used  more  apt  words  than  those  that 
are  contained  in  this  notice.  With  respect  to  the  argument  of  incon- 
venience, the  answer  is,  that  we  have  nothing  to  do  except  to  carry 
out  this  contract,  the  parties  concerned  and  not  ourselves  are  to  judge 
of  the  inconvenience.  If  we  hold  the  carriers  in  this  case  responsible 
for  gross  negligence,  we  shall  place  them  in  the  situation  of  insurers 
and  underwriters.  There  are,  indeed,  inconveniences  attending  either 
mode  of  construing  the  contract,  but,  in  my  opinion,  the  defendants 
are  not  answerable  under  this  contract  for  any  risk  arising  from  gross 
negligence. 

Rule  absolute.^ 


^  The  doctrine  that  common-carrierB  maj  lish  cases  also,  which  have  held  that  a  spe- 
by  an  actual  express  contract,  limit  their  cial  contract  was  created  by  the  pubhca- 
common  law  liability  is  now  too  well  settled  tion  of  a  notice  of  exemption  by  the  ear- 
in  America  to  be  disturbed.  See  Austin  v.  rier,  brought  home  to  the  forwarder,  have 
The  Manchester,  Sheffield,  and  lAncoln-  often  dec&red  that,  notwithstanding  such 
shire Bailroad  Company,!!  £ng.  Kep. 506,  special  contract,  the  carrier  was  liable  for 
and  editor's  note.  In  addition  to  the  au-  gross  negligence.  Beck  y.  Evans,  16  East, 
thorities  there  cited,  the  reader  is  referred  244  (1812),  illustrates  this.  The  plain- 
to  the  late  case  of  Dorr  v.  The  New  Jersey  tiffs  sent  a  cask  of  brandy  by  the  defend- 
Steam  Navigation  Company,  A  Sanford,  R.  ants.  The  brandy  mostly  leaked  out  on 
136  (1850),  where  the  case  of  Gould  y.  the  passage,  through  the  gross  ne^gence 
Hill,  2  I£U,  to  the  contrary,  is  denied  to  of  tne  defendant?  seryants.  The  chief 
be  sound.  Fish  y.  Chapman,  2  Kelly,  ^und  of  defence  was  the  publica^ 
349,  (1847,)  howeyer,  strongly  supports  tionofa  notice  that  "the  defendants  would 
those  yiews.  The  American  authorities  not  be  answerable  for  any  goods,  sibove  bL 
haye  not,  howeyer,  been  disposed  to  inter-  in  yalue,  if  lost,  stolen,  or  damaged,"  unless 
pret  such  special  contracts  as  shielding  the  a  special  agreement  was  made,  &c.  The 
carrier  from  the  results  of  his  gross  ne^-  court  allowmg  the  yalidit^r  of  the  notice, 
^ncc.  Thus  in  Reno  y.  Hogan,  12  JB.  and  that  it  created  a  special  contract  be> 
Monroe,  63  (1851),  the  carriers  receiyed  tween  the  parties,  neyertheless  held  the 
a  box  of  glass,  with  a  clause  in  the  bill  of  carrier  liable ;  Lord  EUenboroujgh  sa^-ing, 
lading,  that  they  should  not  be  "  account-  "  I  think  the  carrier  does  not  stipulate  for 
able  fi)r  breakage."  On  its  arriyal  at  the  exemption  from  the  consequences  of  his 
place  of  destination,  the  glass  was  found  own  misfeasance.  If  ^oods,  confided  to 
broken  into  small  fragments,  which  was  him,  are  damaged  by  his  own  misfeasance, 
proyed  to  haye  been  caused  by  the  gross  his  notice  will  not  protect  him."  And  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  or  his  ser-  plaintiff  had  judgment  Smith  y.  Home, 
yants.  The  court,  while  admitting  the  8  Taunton,  144  (1818),  is  to  the  same 
existence  of  the  special  contract,  held  that  effect. 

its  provisions  did  not  apply  to  injuries  Bodenham  y. Bennett, A'Pnce,  B!(IS!7), 

arismg  from  gross  negligence.    The  £ng-  in  the  exchequer,  adopts  the  same  doc- 
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Bluck  v.  Gomfertz.^ 

June  7,  1852. 

Guaranty  — Correcting'  Mistake  after  Signature  —  Fraudsy  Statute  of. 

A.  having  agreed  to  sell  to  B.  two  parcels  of  goods,  before  they  were  delivered,  B.  procured 
from  C  a  letter  as  follows  : — '*  Upon  your  handing  me  your  two  drafts  upon  B.  respec- 
tively for  20af.  and  146/.  at  two  months  from  this  date,  I  nndertake  to  get  them  accepted 
brB.,  and  to  see  them  paid."  This  was  siraed  by  C.  The  goods  were  then  delivered,  bnt 
^.,  a  few  days  afterwards  discovered  that  3ig  goods  chai^^ed  146/.  should  have  been  charged 
150/.,  and  drew  two  bills  accordingly  for  20u.  and  150/.  respectively,  which  C.  prociued 
B.  to  accept,  and  C.  then  wrote  across  the  guaranty  the  following  words :  —  "I  have  re- 
ceived the  two  drafts,  one  being  for  150/.  instead  of  146/.,  there  being  an  error  in  the  in- 
voice  of  4/.  both  accepted  by  B."    Under  this  the  plaintiff  signed  his  own  name :  — 

Eeldy  that  this  was  ri^tly  described  as  an  undertaking  by  C.  to  see  the  two  bills  of  200/.  and 


trine,  and  Wood,  Baron,  said  '*  these  spe-  self  from  his  liability.  The  court  consider- 
cial  conditions  were  introduced  for  the  ed  that  receiving  the  goods  after  notice 
purpose  of  exempting  carriers  from  extror-  given  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  carriers 
ordinary  events ;  out  thev  were  not  meant  would  not  be  liable  except  on  certain  con- 
to  exempt  them  from  due  and  ordinary  ditions,  ipso  facto^  created  a  special  con« 
care."  tract  between  the  parties,  but  that  such 

These  were  followed  by  Birkett  v.  Wil-  special  contract  did  not  exempt  the  carrier 

lanj  2  Bamewall  &  Alderson,  356  (1819,)  from  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in  the 

in  the  King's  Bench.    There  the  notice  carriage  of  the  eoods.    But  see  Ilinton  v. 

was,  the  ^*  proprietors  will  not  be  answer-  Debbinj  2  Q.  B.  Kep.  646,  (1842)  ;  Owen 

able  for  any  package  of  more  than  5/.  y,  Burnett y  A  Tyrwhitt,  143,  (1834.) 

value,  if  lost  or  damaged,  unless  the  same  In  America,  tne  weight  of  authority  seems 

be  specified,  and  insurance  paid,  over  and  strongly  inclined  against  construing  such 

above  the  common  carriage."    This  was  special  contracts  as  exempting  the  carrier 

not  done.    The  notice  was  therefore  valid,  from  the  results  of  his  gross  negligence. 

A  special  contract  was  therefore  created ;  Opinions  and  dicta  to  this  effect  may  be 

the  goods  were  misdelivered,  through  gross  found  in  Dorr  v.  The  New  Steam  Navigor 

negligence  of  the  defendant      Held,  he  tion  Company,  A^  Sanford,  R.  136,  ^1850^; 

was  liable  notwithstanding  his  notice.  Laing  v.    Colder,  8  Barr,  479,  (1848); 

Batson  v.  Donovan,  4  Bamewall  &  Al-  New  Jersey  Steam  Navigation  Company  y. 

derson,  21  (1820,)  is  a  strong  case  to  the  Merchants  Bank,  6  Howard,  U.  S.  R.344, 

same  point.    Best,  J.,  said  *'  These  notices  ^1848^  ;  Slocum  y.  Fairchild,  7  Hill,  292, 

do  not  affect  the  carriers'  responsibility  as  (1843) ;  Swindler  y.  Hilliard,  2  Bichard- 

to  negligence  or  misfeasance."     See  also  son,  286,  (1847.)  15  Law  rep.  335. 

Garnett  v.  Willan,  5  Bamewall  &  Alderson,  The  question,  after  all,  seems  to  be  one 

53,  (1821)  ;  SleatY.Fagg,  Id.  542;  Wright  of  construction.    A  contract  may  contain 

y.   Snell,  Id.  350 ;  Duff  v.  Budd,  3  Bro-  such  terms  as  necessarily  to  exonerate  the 

derip  &  Bingham,  177,  (1822);   Brooke  carrier,  if  the  goods  be  lost,  or  destroyed 

y.  Pickwick,  4  Bingham,  218  (1827.)  by  any  cause,  whether  by  the  carriers'  neg- 

Perhaps  the  case  of  Wyld  y.  Pickford,  ligence,  fraud,  or  even  thefl ;  bnt  it  would 
8  Meeson  &  Welsby,  443  (1841),  is  as  seem,  that  courts  would  hesitate  to  put 
strong  a  case  as  can  oe  founa  on  this  sub-  such  a  construction  upon  any  contract, 
ject  There  the  notice  was  in  the  same  unless  absolutely  required  so  to  do  by  its 
general  terms  as  before  stated.  One  point  express  terms.  It  might  be  fairly  con- 
elaborately  argued  was,  whether  such  a  spe-  eluded  tliat  loss  from  such  sources^  was  not 
cial  notice  operated  as  a  special  contract,  or  within  the  intention  of  both  parties  when 
as  some  act  aone  by  the  carrier,  not  amount-  the  contract  was  made,  and  ttie  intention 
ing  to  a  contract,  whereby  he  relieves  him-  is  the  polar  star  in  construing  any  contract 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  b.)  ITxch.  278. 


346  COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1862. 

Black  V.  GompertE. 

150/.  respectivelj  paid  by  B.,  and  that  it  was  sofficiently  signed  within  the  Statnte  of 

Frauds.  * 

Assumpsit  upon  a  guaranty.  The  declaration  stated  that,  before 
the  making  of  the  promise  by  the  defendant  hereinafter  mentioned,  to 
wit,  &c.,  one  M.  J.  O'Connef,  by  the  defendant  as  his  agent,  bargained 
and  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  buy  of  him,  and  the  plaintiff  bar- 
gained and  agreed  with  the  said  M.  J.  O'Connell  to  sell  to  him,| 
divers  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  ten  hogsheads  of  wine,  for  divers 
prices  or  sums  of  money,  to  wit,  2001,  and  150/.,  and,  thereupon,  to 
wit,  &c.,  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  de- 
fendant, would,  at  his  own  costs,  obtain  two  papers  respectively 
stamped  with  a  stamp  denoting  the  payment,  for  the  use  of  her  Ma- 
jesty, of  the  duty  payable  by  law  in  respect  of  the  bills  of  exchange  to 
be  made  thereon  respectively  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  would,  on 
the  said  papers,  respectively  make  his  two  bills  of  exchange  in  writing, 
and  direct  the  same  to  the  said  M.  J.  O'Connell,  and  thereby  respect- 
ively require  him,  six  months  after  the  date  thereof,  respectively  to 
pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  prices  or  sums  respectively,  and  would 
deliver  the  said  bills  of  exchange  to  the  defendant,  the  defendant  pro- 
mised the  plaintiff  to  get  the  said  bills  of  exchange  accepted  by  the 
said  M.  J.  O'Connell,  and  to  see  that  they  were  duly  paid.  The 
declaration  then  averred  that  the  plaintiff  procured  the  two  bills  of 
exchange,  the  one  for  200/.,  and  the  other  for  150/.,  and  delivered  them 
to  the  defendant,  but  that  although  he  got  them  accepted  by  the  said 
M.  J.  O'Connell,  and  they  were  afterwards  duly  presented,  the  said 
bills  were  not  paid  when  due.     To  the  plaintiff's  damage,  &c. 

Pleas  —  Non  assumpsit^  and  traverses  of  the  making  and  delivery 
of  the  bills  to  the  defendant. 

At  the  trial,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings  for  Middlesex, 
after  Michaelmas  term,  1851,  it  appeared  that  M.  J.  O'Connell  had 
aCTced  to  buy  of  the  plaintiff  two  parcels  pi  wine,  one  of  the  value 
of  200/.  and  the  other,  as  was  supposed,  of  the  value  of  146/.,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  given  the  following  guaranty  to  the  plain- 
tiff:— 

*^  Kensington,  March  19, 1851. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  Upon  your  handing  me  your  two  drafts  upon  M.  J. 
O'Connell,  Esq.,  M.  P.,  respectively  for  200/.,  and  146/.,  at  six  months 
from  this  date,  I  undertake  to  get  them  accepted  by  him,  and  to  see 
that  they  are  duly  paid. 

"  (Signed,)  H.  Gompertz. 

"  To  James  Bluck,  Esq." 

Subsequently,  on  the  29th  of  March,  Mr.  Bluck  went  up  to  Mr.* 
Gompertz's  house  at  Kensington,  and  obtained  the  bills  accepted  by 
M.  J.  O'Connell,  and  Gompertz,  the  defendant,  then  himself  wrote 
across  the  guaranty  a  receipt  for  them  in  the  following  words  —  "I 
have  received  the  two  drafts,  (one  being  for  150/.  instead  of  146/., 
there  being  an  error  in  the  invoice  of  4/.,)  both  accepted  by  Mr. 
O'Connell."     This  receipt  so  written  across  the  guaranty  was  then 
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signed  by  the  plaintiff.  Upon  this  document  being  put  in,  it  was 
objected  that  this  was  a  guaranty  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
and  that  it  was  not  sufficiently  signed.  His  lordship  overruled  the 
objection  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
A  rule  nisi  was  accordingly  obtained,  against  which 

Welsby  and  R,  Pearce  showed  cause.^  It  is  not  an  undertaking 
within  the  statute  at  all,  but  an  original  agreement  for  the  considera- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  will  obtain  the  stamps  for  the  bills  of  exchange. 
There  was  no  existing  debt,  and  the  apparent  inadequacy  of  the  con- 
sideration is  no  objection,  for  that  is  immaterial  provided  there  is  a 
consideration.  Simpson  v.  Pentonj  2  Cr.  &  M.  430 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  126. 

I  Parke,  B.  This  is  a  collateral  undertaking.] 
f  so,  there  is  a  sufficient  memorandum  signed  by  the  person  to  be 
charged  therewith,  or  by.  some  person  lawfully  authorized  by  him,  as 
required  by  the  statute.  The  alteration  from  146/.  to  150/.,  is  merely 
to  show  the  meaning  of  the  parties  that  the  value  of  the  wine,  what- 
ever it  was,  was  to  be  secured  by  these  bUls.  The  document  when 
corrected  is  to  be  read  as  of  the  date  when  it  was  made.  At  any 
rate  the  consideration  was  divisible;  and  if  the  guaranty  is  not 
good  for  both  bills,  it  is  for  the  200/.,  and  the  plaintiff  may  recover  in 
respect  of  that  not  being  paid. 

KnowleSy  contra.  In  the  first  place  there  can  be  no  division  of 
what  is  here  claimed,  for  the  declaration  is  framed  upon  a  guaranty 
as  to  both  bills,  and  if  such  a  guaranty  be  not  proved  the  plaintifi 
must  fail.  But  a  guaranty  must  be  signed  by  the  party.  Here, 
what  the  defendant  writes  across  the  bill  he  not  only  does  not  sign, 
but  he  writes  it  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  is  of  no  greater 
force  than  if  the  plaintiff  himself  had  written  it  There  was  no  new 
signature ;  the  guaranty  proved  was,  therefore,  one  as  to  two  bills  of 
200/.  and  146/.  respectively.  Even  if  it  could  be  said  that  what  was 
done  on  the  29th  amounted  to  a  signature  by  the  defendant,  then 
the  guaranty  was  bad  because  the  consideration  was  past  The  two 
bills  had  been  previously  accepted.  ^ 

Oar.  adv.  vult. 

The  court  having  intimated  on  the  5th  of  June  that  judgment 
would  be  for  the  plaintiff,  now  finally  delivered  judgment 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case  the  declaration  stated  that  M.  J. 
O'Connell  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  to  buy  certain  wines,  part  for 
200/.,  and  part  for  150/.,  and  thereupon,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  would,  at  his  own  expense,  procure  stamps  for  and  draw  two 


^  April  15,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pabke,  B.,  and  Platt,  B. 


348  COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852. 

Block  V.  Gomper^ 

bills,  one  for  2002.,  and  the  other  for  150^,  at  six  months,  and  deliver 
them  to  the  defendant,  he,  the  defendant,  would  get  them  accepted, 
and  see  them  paid  when  due.  And  the  breach  was,  that  the  defen- 
dant did  not  see  them  paid.  It  appeared  that  Mr.  M.  J.  O'Connell 
did  purchase  two  parcels  of  wine,  one  for  200L  and  the  other,  as 
it  was  first  supposed,  of  the  value  of  146/.,  and  a  guaranty  was  given 
in  this  form.  [His  lordship  read  the  letter.]  As  no  bills  existed  at 
the  time  the  memorandum  was  signed,  and  the  plaintiff  was  to  draw 
them,  and  they  could  only  be  drawn  on  stamps  so  as  to  be  valid,  it 
followed  that  the  plaintiff  was  to  procure  the  stamps  at  his  own 
expense,  and  there  was  evidence,  therefore,  in  support  of  the  aver- 
ment of  that  part  of  the  consideration.  It  being  discovered  after- 
wards by  the  plaintiff  that  the  true  price  of  the  second  parcel  was  not 
146Z.,  but  150/.,  the  bills  were  drawn,  payable  at  the  time  as  agreed 
for  300/.  and  150/.,  and  the  defendant  got  them  accepted,  gave  them 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  then  wrote  across  the  face  of  the  guaranty,  in  his 
own  hand  as  follows,  "  I  have  received  the  two  drafts,  (one  being  for 
150/.  instead  of  146/.,  there  being  an  error  in  the  invoice  of  4/.,)  both 
accepted  by  Mr.  O'Connell,"  and  the  plaintiff  signed  this  memoran^ 
dum,  but  not  the  defendant. 

On  the  memorandum,  consisting  of  these  two  writings,  being  pro- 
duced at  the  trial,  it  was  objected  that  it  was  not  a  memorandum 
signed  by  the  defendant  of  the  contract  declared  upon.  The  original 
memorandum,  signed  by  the  defendant,  was  of  an  executory  con- 
tract to  be  performed  after  the  date  of  the  transaction,  in  considera- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  would  draw  two  bills,  one  for  200/.  and  the 
other  for  146/.,  and  hand  them  to  the  defendant,  he,  the  defendant, 
would  get  the  bills  accepted  and  see  them  paid ;  and  the  contract 
was  never  performed  by  the  plaintiff,  for  the  150/.  was  drawn  instead  of 
one  for  146/.,  and  so  far,  no  doubt,  is  clear.  But  for  the  plaintiff  it  was 
contended,  that  the  memorandum  written  on  the  face  of  the  original 
guaranty  explained  that  this  was  a  mistake,  that  the  true  contract 
was  for  a  bill  of  150/. ;  the  memorandum,  therefore,  merely  corrected 
the  mistake,  and  being  written  on  the  same  piece  of  paper  and  on 
the  face  of  the  guaranty,  which  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  his 
original  signature  was  a  signature  of  the  whole,  and  so  satisfied  the 
^enactment  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

If  the  defendant,  by  any  memorandum  signed  by  him,  had  stated 
that  the  original  contract  was,  that  if  the  plaintiff  would  procure 
stamps,  and  would  draw  two  bills  of  200/.  and  150/.,  the  defendant 
would  see  them  paid,  but  that  the  latter  amount  had  been  by  mis- 
take described  as  146/.,  it  would  have  been  sufficient,  for  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  does  not  require  the  contract  itself  to  be  in  writing,  but 
any  memorandum  of  it,  and  a  memorandum  properly  signed  of  a  by- 
gone contract  is  quite  sufficient ;  and  we  also  think  that  words  intro- 
duced into  a  paper,  signed  by  a  party,  or  any  alteration  in  it  may  be 
considered  as  authenticated  by  a  signature  already  on  the  paper,  if  it 
is  plain  that  they  were  meant  to  be  so  authenticated.  The  act  of 
signing  after  the  introduction  of  the  words  is  not  absolutely  necessary. 
The  difficulty  in  the  case  is,  that  the  words,  though  written  by  the 
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defendant  across  the  original  guaranty,  are  not  written  as  his  words, 
but  they  are  written  as  the  words  of  the  plaintiff.  The  effect  of  the 
instrument  altogether  is  this :  the  original  guaranty  remaining  unal- 
tered with  the  subscription  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  states 
he  has  drawn,  instead  of  one  of  the  bills,  that  for  146^,  a  bill  for 
150/.,  assigning  the  mistake  of  the  invoice  as  the  reason  for  that ; 
and  that  he  has  received  it  back  from  the  defendant,  accepted  as 
part  performance  of  his  original  contract,  and  so  discharges  the 
defendant  in  that  respect.  It  may,  however,  be  inferred  from  the 
fact  of  the  defendant  himself  writing  the  memorandum  across  for 
the  plaintiff  to  sign,  not  only  that  he  agreed  that  the  bill  for  150Z., 
previously  substituted  instead  of  the  one  for  146/.,  should  stand  in 
the  place  of  that  for  146/.,  and  impliedlv  that  the  defendant  should 
be  responsible  for  it,  but  also  that  he  admitted  that  the  original  con- 
tract was,  that  he  should  procure  to  be  accepted  and  see  paid  any 
bills  to  the  amount  of  the  invoice  of  the  second  parcel  of  wine,  and 
the  invoice  was  150/.,  so  that  this  would  be  proof  of  the  contract 
alleged  in  the  declaration  in  writing ;  if  so,  it  may  be  inferred  from 
the  fact  of  the  second  memorandum  being  .written  on  the  same 
paper  by  the  defendant,  that  it  was  meant  to  be  authenticated  by  the 
old  signature,  so  as  to  constitute  a  memorandum  of  the  defendant's 
agreement  in  writing  signed  by  the  defendant.  If  so,  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  has  been  complied  with.  Although  we  have  not  come  to 
this  conclusion  without  some  difficulty,  and  doubt  still  remains  on 
the  minds  of  some  of  the  court,  we  think  this  is  the  true  view  of  the 
case. 

Platt,  B.,  added, —  I  had  very  great  difficulty  in  this  case,  in  bring- 
ing my  mind  to  this  conclusion,  but  I  have  now  satisfied  myself 
beyond  all  question  that  this  is  a  part  of  the  contract,  and  signed,  in 
fact ;  that  it  is  under  the  signature  of  the  party  who  is  sought  to  be 
charged.  Suppose,  after  this  instrument  had  been  drawn,  the  defend- 
ant had  with  his  own  hand,  altered  the  146/.  into  150/.,  the  agree- 
ment, there  can  be  no  doubt,  would  be  sufficient  without  re-signing 
the  agreement  Then,  the  effect  of  this  memorandum,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  is  just  the  same  as  if  the  defendant  had  written  upon  the  face  of 
one  of  the  two  bills  ^^  that  has  been  drawn  for  150/.  instead  of  146/., 
there  being  an  error  of  the  invoice,"  and  then  for  the  plaintiff  to  have 
written  underneath  that,  "  I  have  received  the  two  above-mentioned 
bills."  fThat  being  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  on  the  face 
of  the  original  agreement,  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  sufficient  to  justify 
the  holding  that  this  operates  as  a  signature  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 

Rule  discharged. 

VOL.  XIV.  30 
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Jeakes  and  another,  executors  of  William  Jeakes,  deceased, 

V.  Whitb.^ 

July  1,  1851. 

Frauds,  Statute  of — 29  Car.  2,  c.  2,  s,  4  —  Interest  in  Land —  Good 

Title,  Meaning  of —  Title  ex  parte  matemd. 

In  an  action  to  recover  the  expenses  incarred  by  the  plaintiff  in  investiffating  the  defendant's 
title  to  mortgage  certain  lands,  npon  the  groand  tnat  the  defendantrs  title  had  tamed  oat 
to  be  defective,  the  declaration  stated,  that,  in  consideration  the  plaintiff  would  advance 
2,000^  npon  the  secnritv  of  a  mortgajge  of  the  land,  npon  the  defendant's  making  oat  a 
good  title  to  mortgage  the  said  lan£  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  oromised  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  him  the  expenses  to  which  he  might  be  sabjected  in  ease  the  loan  should  go  off  by 
reason  of  the  defendant  changing  his  views  or  of  tne  defectiveness  of  the  defendant's  title. 
The  evidence  of  the  defendant's  title  was  as  follows :  —  The  defendant,  shortly  before  the 
agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  had  contracted  to  purchase  the  premises  of  one  W.  £..  who 
claimed  as  heir  at  law  ex  piaie  matemd  to  one  B.  H.,  the  person  last  seised.  J.  H^  the 
father  of  B.  H.,  married  E.  E.,  and  died  in  1787,  aged  59,  and  devised  the  property  to  his 
son,  B.  H.,  and  his  two  daa^ters,  and,  after  their  death,  to  B.  H.,  in  fee.  The  danghters 
both  died  unmarried,  before  B.  H.,  who  died  a  bachelor,  in  1839.  In  order  to  negative  the 
existence  of  any  heirs  ex  parte  patemA,  depositions  in  a  chancery  suit  of  S.  v.  E^  in  1843, 
had  been  forwarded  to  the  plaintiff,  in  iduch  the  deponents  stated  that  they  were  well  ac- 
quainted with  B.  H.,  who  had  told  them  that  "  he  nad  no  relation  left"  And  the  depo- 
nents stated,  that  they  believed  B.  H.  had  no  relation  left,  on  his  fkthei's  side,  living  at  the 
(ime  of  his  death.  It  further  appeared,  that  two  issues  had  been  directed  in  liie  same  suit, 
in  which  both  parties  claimed  the  property  as  heir  to  B.  H.,  ear  parte  matemd  ;  and  that  the 
jury  had  found,  upon  two  occasions  (the  cause  having  been  tried  twice),  first,  that  B.  H. 
did  not  leave  any  heir  ex  parte  peUernd  ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  ( W. 
£.,  from  whom  the  defendant  claimed,)  was  the  heir  at  law  of  B.  H.  er  parte  matemd.  A 
statutory  declaration  had  also  been  furnished  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which  the  declarant  stated, 
that  B.  H.  and  his  sisters  had  told  him,  on  several  occasions,  that  thev  had  no  relations 
whatever  on  their  fadier's  side,  and  that  thev  had  often  heard  their  father  declare  that  he 
had  no  relations  whatever,  but  that  he  was  the  last  of  his  family :  — 

Eeldy  first,  that  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  was  not  within  the  4th 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  and,  secondly,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Aldsbson,  B.,  and 
Platt,  B.,  that  the  defendant  had  not  made  out  a  good  title  to  the  land ;  for  diat  by  "  a 
good  title  "  was  to  be  understood  such  a  title  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  adopt  as  a 
sufficient  ground  for  compelling  specific  performance,  and  such  a  title  as  would  be  a  good 
answer  to  an  action  of  ejectment  by  any  claimant ;  diiaentiente  Mabtin,  B.,  who  held  that 
it  was  sufficient  to  establish  a  legal  title  in  point  of  fiu^ 

Assumpsit.  Tbe  declaration  stated  that,  in  the  lifetime  of  William 
Jeakes,  in  consideration  that  W.  Jeakes  promised  the  defendant  to 
lend  him  2,000^  upon  the  security  of  a  mortgage  of  certain  lands, 
upon  the  defendant  making  out  a  good  title  to  mortgage  the  said 
lands  to  the  said  W.  Jeakes,  the  defendant  promised  W.  Jtekes  to 
pay  the  expense  to  which  he,  W.  Jeakes,  might  be  subjected,  in  case 
the  loan  should  go  off  by  reason  of  the  defendant  changing  his  views, 
or  of  the  defectiveness  of  the  defendant's  title.  Averment,  that, 
although  the  said  W.  Jeakes,  until  the  loan  went  off,  was  always 
ready  and  willing  to  lend  the  defendant  the  said  sum  on  the  security 
of  the  said  mortage,  the  defendant  did  not  make  out  and  show  to 
W.  Jeakes  a  good  title  to  mortgage  the  said  land,  whereby  the  loan 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  ExcL  265 ;  6  Exchequer  Bep.  873. 
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went  off  by  reason  of  the  defectiveness  of  the  defendant's  title  to 
mortgage ;  that  W.  Jeakes  had  been  subjected  to  the  expense  of  48/. 
lis.  in  investigating  the  defendant's  title  to  mortgage  the  land  ;  and 
that  the  defendant  had  not  paid  that  amount 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  non  assumpsit ;  and,  fifthly,  that  he 
did  make  out  and  show  to  W.  Jeakes  a  good  title  to  mortgage  the 
land,  concluding  to  the  country. 

At  the  trial,  before  Martin,  6.,  at  the  sittings  for  Middlesex,  in  last 
Hilary  term,  the  facts  were  as  follows  :  —  The  action  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiffs,  as  the  executor  and  executrix  of  William  Jeakes,  to 
recover  the  sura  of  48/.  14^.,  being  the  amount  of  costs  which  had 
been  paid  by  their  testator  in  investigating  the  defendant's  title 
to  mortgage  certain  land  at  Epsom,  under  the  following  circum- 
stances:-^ The  defendant  being  desirous  of  borrowing  the  sum  of 
2,000/.,  a  negotiation  took  place  between  him  and  W.  Jeakes,  in  the 
course  of  which  the  plaintiffs'  testator's  solicitor  wrote  the  following 
letter  to  the  defendant's  solicitor  — 

'<  Mr.  Jeakes  informs  me  that  it  has  been  arranged  with  your  party 
for  an  advance  of  2,000/.,  on  the  security  of  the  property  mentioned 
in  your  letter  to  him  of  the  31st  of  May  last,  and  there  put  at  a  rent 
of  126/.  145.,  but  to  which  is  to  be  added  the  ironmonger's  shop,  work- 
shop, and  premises.  Please  therefore  to  send  me  abstract  forthwith. 
It  is  clearly  understood  betwixt  us,  that,  should  the  loan  go  off  by 
reason  of  your  client  changing  his  views,  or  of  the  defectiveness  of 
his  title,  the  expenses  to  which  Mr.  Jeakes  will  be  subjected  are  to  be 
borne  by  your  client.     Please  to  affirm  this  in  your  next  letter. 

"  Signed,"  &c 

In  answer  to  this,  the  defendant's  solicitor  wrote  as  follows:  — 

"  We  beg  to  forward  you  the  abstract  of  the  title At  your 

request,  we  have  to  state  that  it  is  clearly  understood  that,  should  the 
proposed  loan  go  off  by  reason  of  our  client  changing  his  views  or  of 
the  defectiveness  of  the  title,  the  expenses  to  which  Mr.  Jeakes  will 
be  subjected  are  to  be  borne  by  our  client,  but  Mr.  Jeakes  is  to  agree 
to  make  the  advance  if  the  title  is  clear.  Please  affirm  this.  We 
shall  be  glad  if  you  can  expedite  the  business  as  much  as  possible. 

«  Signed,"  &c 

No  affirmance  of  this  proposition  was  ever  made  in  writing.  Upon 
the  abstract  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs'  testator,  it 
appeared  that  the  defendant,  shortly  before  this  transaction,  had  con- 
tracted to  purchase  the  premises  in  question  from  one  William  Eggle- 
ton,  who  was  in  possession,  and  who  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  them 
as  heir  at  law  ex  parte  matemd  to  one  Benjamin  Haswell,  the  person 
last  seised.  John  Haswell,  the  father  of  Benjamin,  married  Eliza 
Eggleton,  and  died  in  1787,  aged  fifty-nine,  having  devised  the  pro- 
perty to  his  son  Benjamin  and  his  two  daughters,  Jane  and  Frances, 
and  after  their  deaths  to  Benjamin  in  fee.  The  two  daughters  died 
unmarried  before  Benjamin,  who  died  in  1839,  aged  seventy-five. 
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never  having  been  married.  In  order  to  negative  the  existence  of 
any  heir  ex  parte  patemd  to  Benjamin  Paswell,  the  defendant  for- 
warded to  the  plaintiffs'  testator  extracts  from  the  depositions  made 
in  a  suit  in  chancery  of  EggleUm  v.  Eggleton  in  1843,  to  the  follow- 
ing effect :  —  James  Atherfold,  aged  fifty-two,  deposed,  "  I  was  to  a 
certain  extent  acquainted  with  the  state  of  Benjamin  Haswell's  family. 
At  the  time  of  his  death,  from  my  communications  with  him  and  his 
two  sisters,  I  believe  that  he  had  no  paternal  relation  living  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  for  I  never  knew  or  heard  of  any  such  relation  ; 
and  when  he  buried  the  last  of  his  two  sisters,  he  told  me  he  had  no 
relation  left."  James  Waters,  aged  forty-six,  deposed,  "  I  lived  as 
servant  to  the  said  B.  Haswell  for  the  last  twenty  years  of  his  life, 
and  thereby  acquired  a  certain  degree  of  knowledge  of  the  state  of 
his  family.  The  only  relations  of  his  that  I  ever  knew  or  heard  him 
speak  of  as  living,  during  my  acquaintance  with  him,  were  his  two 
sisters,  Jane  and  Frances  Haswell,  and  both  of  them  died  before  the 
said  Benjamin  Haswell ;  so  that,  as  far  as  I  know,  or  believe,  he  had 
no  relation  on  his  father's  side  living  at  the  time  of  his  death." 
Together  with  these  extracts  was  sent  the  copy  of  an  order  of  Vice- 
Chancellor  Knight  Bruce  made  in  the  above  cause,  directing  the  trial 
of  two  issues ;  first,  whether  Benjamin  Haswell  left  any  heir  at  law  I 

ex  parte  paternd  ;  secondly,  whether  Benjamin  Haswell  left  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  said  suit  his  heir  at  law  ex  parte  niatemd;  and  it  was 
ordered,  that,  on  the  trial  of  the  issues  the  parties  should  admit  that, 
up  to  the  37th  of  January,  1842,  the  defendants  had  not  been  able  to 
discover  that  Benjamin  Haswell  had  any  relation  on  his  father's  side 
living  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  These  issues  were  tried  twice  at 
the  Surrey  assizes,  (a  new  trial  having  been  directed) ;  and  on  both 
trials  the  jury  found  by  their  verdict  —  first,  that  B.  Haswell  did  not 
leave  any  heir  ex  parte  patemd  ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  in 
the  above  suit  was  his  heir  at  law  ex  pa/rte  matemd.  A  decree  was 
afterwards  made  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  accordance  with  these 
findings.  The  plaintiff  in  the  chancery  suit  was  the  same  William 
Eggleton,  under  whom  the  defendant  claimed ;  and  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant  in  that  suit  also  claimed  the  property  in  question  as 
maternal  heir  of  Benjamin  Haswell.  In  addition  to  this  evidence, 
the  defendant  also  furnished  two  statutory  declarations,  in  one  of 
which  the  declarant  stated,  that  he  was  on  intimate  terms  with  Ben- 
jamin Haswell  and  his  two  sisters,  and  had  had  conversations  with 
them  relative  to  their  family,  and  that  he  had  "  on  several  occasions 
heard  them  declare,  that  they  had  no  relations  whatever  on  their 
father's  side,  but  that  their  only  relations  were  on  their  mother's  side, 
of  the  name  of  Eggleton  ;  and  that  they  had  many  times  heard  their 
father,  John  Haswell,  declare  that  he  had  no  relations  whatever,  but 
that  he  was  the  last  of  his  family."  The  plaintiffs'  testator  not  being 
satisfied  with  this  title,  declined  to  advance  the  money,  and  the  pre- 
sent plaintiffs  after  his  death  commenced  this  action. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  was  contended,  first,  that  this 
transaction  amounted  to  the  sale  of  an  interest  in  land  under  the  4th 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  and  that  there  was  no  complete 
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agreement  in  writing  signed  pursuant  to  that  statute;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  title  was  not  defective,  and  consequently  that  the  defendant  wad 
entitled  to  succeed  upon  the  first  and  fifth  issues.  The  learned  judge 
directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  upon  all  the  issues 
except  the  first  and  fifth,  and  upon  these  issues  a  verdict  was  entered 
for  the  defendant,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  them  upon  those  issues  also,  with  48/.  145.  damages, 
in  case  the  court  should  be  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  upon  both  points; 
it  being  also  agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  question  of  law  as 
well  as  of  fact  upon  the  title  should  be  left  to  the  court 

Bovill  obtained  a  rule  nisi^  in  pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved,  in 
last  Hilary  term. 

In  Trinity  term  last  (May  29), 

'  Peacock  and  H,  J.  Hodgson  showed  cause.  First,  the  contract  upon 
which  the  plaintiffs  seek  to  charge  the  defendant  is  a  contract  relating 
to  an  interest  in  land.  It  is  therefore  within  the  4th  section  of  the 
Statute  of  Frauds.  The  language  of  that  section  is  not  confined  to 
"a  sale"  of  land,  but  extends  to  "  any  interest  in  or  concerning" 
land.  The  plaintiffs'  promise,  which  is  the  consideration  of  the  de- 
fendant's liability,  clearly  extends  to  an  interest  in  land,  and  therefore 
the  whole  contract  falls  within  the  statute.  Now  the  statute  requires 
such  a  contract  to  be  in  writing ;  but  the  defendant's  letter  amounts 
to  a  mere  proposal  requiring  affirmance ;  and  as  the  plaintiffs  failed 
to  prove  a  written  affirmance  of  the  new  term,  no  contract  in  writing 
was  established. 

iPLATT,  B.     Was  the  defendant  bound  to  mortgage  the  lands  ?] 
'ossibly  he  was  npt. 

[Alderson,  B.  Then  the  contract  merely  relates  to  the  investiga- 
tion of  a  title,  the  parties  agreeing  that,  in  case  the  title  should  turn 
out  to  be  defective,  the  defendant  should  pay  all  the  costs  of  the 
investigation.  The  contract  does  not  relate  to  any  interest  in  land, 
and  is  not  within  the  statute. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  We  all  think  that  is  the  true  construction  of  this 
agreement] 

Upon  this  point  the  following  cases  and  text  writers  were  cited  : 
Cocking  V.  Ward^  1  Com.  B.  Rep.  858 ;  s.  c.  15  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
C.  P.  245 ;  Inman  v.  Stampj  1  Stark.  12 ;  1  Addison  on  Contracts,  36 ; 
Dart  on  Vend.  &  Purch.  92, 104 ;  Vavghan  v.  Hancock^  3  Com.  B.  Rep. 
766 ;  8.  c.  16  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  1 ;  Mlver  v.  Richardson^  1  M. 
&  S.  557,  and  Gamr^ton  v.  Boots,  2  Mee.  &  W.  248 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J. 
Rep.  is.  s.)  Exch.  95.  Secondly,  as  to  the  fifth  issue,  there  was  rea- 
sonable evidence  that  William  Eggleton,  firom  whom  the  defendant 
claimed,  was  heir  at  law  to  the  person  last  seised.  The  court  is  placed 
in  the  position  of  the  jury,  and  the  plaintiffs  must  make  out  that  in 
point  of  fact  this  is  a  bad  title.  It  is  not  a  question  whether  there 
may  be  such  a  doubt  as  would  prevent  a  court  of  equity  from  decree- 
ing specific  performance.  The  titie  is  clearly  in  the  heir  at  law  of 
Benjamin*    The  question  is,  whether  the  evidence  shows  that  the 

30* 
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defendant's  vendor  filled  that  character.  It  is  not  disputed  that  he  is 
heir  to  Eliza  Eggleton,  Benjamin's  mother.  Then  there  is  abundant 
evidence  that  there  are  no  heirs  ex  parte  patemd.  Direct  proof  of  a 
failure  of  heirs,  or  of  issue,  can  scarcely  ever  be  given ;  depositions 
and  declarations  are  a  legitimate  proof,  such  as  is  usually  given  in 
questions  of  this  nature.  Moreover,  the  decisions  of  two  juries  upon 
these  precise  issues  are  almost  conclusive.  Waters  v.  Waters^  2  De 
Gex  &  Sm.  591.  The  defendant  was  not  bound  to  negative  mere 
probabilities.  Sugd.  Vend.  &  Purch.  486,  Dart  on  Vend.  &  Purch. 
163, 165.  The  object  of  the  Inheritance  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106, 
was  to  do  away  with  the  necessity  of  tracing  pedigrees  further  back 
than  the  circumstances  of  the  case  require.  Hubback  on  Evidence 
of  Succession,  p.  121.  With  regard  to  the  chancery  suit  being  between 
rival  claimants  ex  parte  matemd,  that  objection  is  obviated  by  the  fact 
of  the  want  of  paternal  heirs  thus  becoming  a  matter  of  notoriety, 
and  so  adding  to  the  improbablUty  of  any  existing,  as' no  claim  was 
afterwsurds  made. 

Bovill  and  Phipson^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  first  point  has 
been  already  disposed  of  by  the  court.  Then,  as  to  the  fifth  issue, 
there  is  really  nothing  but  the  merest  shadow  of  a  title  in  the  defend- 
ant The  declarations  and  depositions  are  inconsistent,  and  even  if 
relied  upon,  are  no  evidence  that  there  are  no  heirs  of  John,  the  father 
of  Benjamin ;  neither  do  they  exclude  heirs  claiming  through  other 
more  remote  female  ancestors  who  would  be  preferred.  Then  the 
issues  prove  nothing,  as  they  arose  between  two  parties,  each  claiming 
as  heir  ex  parte  materndy  and  each  of  whom  was  therefore  interested 
to  suppress  any  heir  ex  parte  paiemd.  No  person  could  safely  be 
advised  to  advance  money  on  such  a  title  as  this,  which  rests  merely 
on  a  nine  years'  possession.     Sugd.  Vend.  &  Purch.  390. 

[Martin,  B.  There  was  no  suggestion  that  any  other  person  what- 
soever was  entitled.     What  more  could  possibly  have  been  done  ?] 

The  plaintiffs'  testator  had  a  right  to  a  clear  title,  and  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  make  out  one  which  is  open  to  doubt  Hartley  v.  PehaUj 
Peake,  31 ;  Emery  v.  Grocockj  6  Madd.  54 ;  ScoU  v.  Nixan^  3  Dru.  & 
W.  402 ;  Fort  v.  Clark,  1  Russ.  601. 

Our.  adv*  vulL 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  now  said.  The  court  has  already  disposed  of  the 
question  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  remaining  question  is, 
whether  the  defendant  did  make  out  and  show  to  the  plaintiffs'  testa- 
tor a  good  title  to  mortgage  certain  land.  The  action  was  brought 
to  recover  the  sum  of  48/.  145.,  which  had  been  paid  as  the  costs  of 
investigating  the  title.  A  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defendant,  my 
brother  Martin  reserving  this  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court 
If  the  defendant  did  not  make  out  a  good  title,  a  verdict  is  to  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  so  paid.  Now,  the  title  which 
the  defendant  made  out  was  one  said  to  be  derived  from  the  heir 
ex  parte  matemd  of  the  mother  of  Benjamin  Haswell,  the  party  last 
seised.  It  also  appeared  that  certain  issues  out  of  chancery  bad  been 
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tried,  on  which  the  jury  had  found  that  Benjamin  HasweU  had  no 
heirs  ex  parte  paterndj  and  that  the  person  under  whom  the  defendant 
claimed  was  his  heir  at  law  ex  parte  matemd ;  and  it  further  appeared 
that  statutory  declarations  had  been  made,  to  the  effect  that  the  party 
last  seised  had  been  heard  to  say  that  he  never  had  any  heirs  on  his 
father's  side. 

Now,  the  majority  of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  title  by 
heirship  made  out  was  the  weakest  possible  title  of  that  description  ; 
that  as  the  issues  so  found  by  the  jury  were  tried  between  two  heirs 
ex  parte  maternd^  both  of  them  had  an  interest  in  keeping  out  of  the 
view  of  the  jury  any  heir  ex  parte  patemd  who  might  exist ;  and  that 
the  statement  of  the  person  last  seised,  that  he  had  no  heirs  on  his 
father's  side,  is  entitled  to  very  little  weight,  as  the  expression  is  ambi- 
guous, for  it  may  mean  either  that  he  had  no  heirs  of  the  same  name 
on  his  father's  side,  or  it  may  mean,  and,  indeed,  could  not  well  mean 
more  than  that  .there  were  no  heirs  on  his  fathei^s  side  with  whom  he 
was  acquainted,  or  that  he  was  not  aware  that  any  such  heir  existed. 
It  certainly  cannot  mean  that  he  had  no  heirs  at  all  on  his  own,  his 
grandmother's,  or  his  great  grandmother's  side. 

The  question  is,  whether,  according  to  the  agreement  upon  which 
the  action  is  brought,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  the  expenses 
of  investigating  this  title,  which  were  paid  by  their  testator.  The 
majority  of  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
succeed,  and  that  the  question  really  is,  whether  this  was  such  a 
title  as  a  vendee  has  a  right  to  expect,  and  which  would  justify  him 
in  concluding  the  purchase. — We  think  that,  where  a  question  arises 
between  parties  who  are  about  to  enter  into  the  relationship  of  ven- 
dor and  vendee,  as  to  the  meaning  of  a  good  or  sufficient  title,  there 
must  be  such  a  title  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  adopt  as  a  suffi- 
cient ground  for  compelling  specific  performance;  and  that  by  a 
stipulation  for  a  good  title  must  be  understood,  not  such  a  title  as 
would  support  a  verdict  for  the  purchaser  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  a  mere  stranger,  but  such  a  one  as  would  enable  the  purcha- 
ser to  hold  the  property  against  any  person  who  might  probably 
challenge  his  right  to  it.  In  the  present  case,  the  title,  founded,  as  it 
is  upon  a  possession  of  but  a  few  years,  and  being  itself  the  weakest 
possible  legal  title,  is  not  such  a  title  as  would  justify  a  court  of 
equity  in  decreeing  a  specific  performance,  or  would  support  an  action 
of  ejectment.  The  rule  will,  therefore,  be  absolute  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  sum  of  48/.  145. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  sorry  that  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  judg- 
ment now  delivered.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  ought  to 
succeed,  as  I  consider  that  the  title  which  he  has  proved  is  sufficient 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  question  is  not  whether  a  court  of  equity 
would  compel  him  to  assert  his  title,  but  absolutely  whether  he  had 
a  good  or  bad  title  in  point  of  fact 

Rule  absolute. 
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May  6,  1852. 

Costs  —  No  Notice  of  Taxation  —  Judgment  and  Execution^  Setting 

Aside. 

Where  jadgment  has  been  signed,  costs  taxed  and  execntion  issued  for  the  amount  of  debt 
and  costs  without  notice  of  taxation,  the  court  will  not  set  aside  the  judgment  or  execu- 
tion, but  will  direct  a  reriew  of  the  taxation. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiffs,  having  signed  judgment,  taxed  their 
costs,  and  issued  execution  for  the  debt  and  costs  without  giving  any 
notice  of  taxation,  Piatt,  B.,  made  an  order  for  setting  aside  such 
execution,  with  costs.  A  rule  nisi  having  been  afterwards  obtained 
for  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  such  order  should  not  be  rescinded, 

Wordsworth  now  showed  cause.  The  order  of  the  learned  judge  is 
good,  and  ought  not  to  be  set  aside.  Lloyd  v.  Kentj  5  Dowl.  P.  C. 
125,  undoubtedly  shows  that  if  the  plaintiff  taxes  his  costs  without 
giving  notice  of  taxation,  that  is  not  an  irregularity  sufficient  to 
induce  the  court  to  set  aside  a  judgment  and  subsequent  proceedings ;  * 

but  in  Perry  v.  Turner^  Ibid.  30 ;  s.  c.  2  Cr.  &  J.  89  ;  1  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s,)  Exch.  13,  Bayley,  J.,  says,  "  I  have  cautiously  avoided  express- 
ing any  opinion  as  to  whether  a  neglect  to  give  notice  of  taxation  of 
costs  gives  the  defendant's  attorney  a  right  to  set  aside  the  proceed- 
ings for  irregularity." 

[Parke,  B.  In  Taylor  v.  Murray^  3  Mee.  &  W.  141 ;  s.  c.  7  Law 
J.  Kep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  53,  where  a  similar  question  arose,  the  judges 
say,  that  according  to  all  the  decisions,  the  court  will  not  set  aside 
judgment  and  execution  because  no  notice  of  taxation  has  been  given, 
and  certainly  I  have  invariably  acted  on  that  rule.] 

[Martin,  B.  I  believe  the  practice  has  always  been  as  my  brother 
Parke  has  stated  it] 

The  execution  ought  to  have  been  set  aside. 

[Alderson,  B.  Suppose  a  party  waives  his  costs  and  signs  judg- 
ment for  his  debt,  surely  that  judgment  is  good.  Then,  if  he  signs 
judgment  for  too  much,  the  aniount  must  be  reduced,  but  the  judg- 
ment and  execution  ought  not  to  be  set  aside.] 

WilleSf  contri^  for  the  plaintiff,  was  not  called  tipon. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  rule  must  be  absolute  for  setting  aside  the 
order  of  *my  brother  Piatt,  as  the  omission  to  give  notice  of  taxation 
does  not  render  the  judgment  and  execution  irregular.  It  is  admitted 
that  a  party  mav  recover  judgment  and  take  out  execution  for  what 
he  has  reoovered,  which  shows  that,  to  that  extent  at  least,  the  judg- 

1  22  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  269 ;  16  Jar.  41S. 
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meat  is  right.  The  result  in  the  present  case  is,  that  the  court  must 
correct  any  error  that  has  been  introduced  into  the  taxation,  but  the 
execution  ought  not  to  be  set  aside. 

Parke,  B.  Taylor  v.  Murray  settles  this  point,  and  at  chambers  I 
have  invariably  acted  upon  the  rule  there  laid  down.  The  proceed- 
ing merely  affects  the  costs  if  they  are  taxed. 

Alderson,  B.  It  would  be  wrong  in  a  case  like  the  present  to  set 
aside  the  judgment  or  execution,  as  very  serious  consequences  might 
ensue  from  taking  that  course. 

Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute.^ 


Maouire  v.  Kincaird.^ 

April  29,  1852. 

Practice — Nul  Tiel  Record —  Notice  of  Trial. 

In  an  action  on  a  jadgment  the  defendant  pleaded  nul  tid  record.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue, 
and  gave  notice  on  Saturday  of  his  intention  to  produce  the  record  on  the  following  Mon- 
day :  — 

Hdd,  that  the  notice  was  sufficient 

Debt  upon  a  judgment 

Plea —  Nul  tiel  record.  The  plaintiff  joined  issue,  and  gave  notice 
to  the  defendant,  on  Saturday,  that  he  should  produce  the  record  on 
the  following  Monday.  The  record  was  produced  accordingly,  and 
judgment  obtained  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant 

Honyman  now  moved  for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  judgmetit 
which  had  been  signed,  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  should  not 
be  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  four  days'  notice  should  have  been 
given. 

Platt,  B.     Is  not  the  notice  sufficient  ? 

Parke,  B.  It  is  a  notice  by  the  plaintiff  that  he  will  produce  his 
own  record,  and  the  notice  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
come  and  see  that  it  is  aU  right 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  refused, 

1  See  WhekUd  y.  Northern  and  Eastern  Raihoay  Company,  18  Mee.  &  W.  9 ;  s.  c. 
13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Ezch.  258. 
3  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (y.  s.)  £zch.  264 ;  7  Exch.  Sep.  608. 
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HicKiE  and  another  v,  Salomo.^ 

June  26,  1852. 

Costs —  County  Court —  Concurrent  Jurisdiction —  Residence  of  one 

of  two  Plaintiff's. 

Where  one  of  se^ral  plaintiffs  dwells  beyond  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant,  the  saperior 
courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  county  court,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s. 
128,  and  the  plaintiffs  will  be  therefore  entitled  to  costs  under  the  13  &  14  Yict  c.  61,  not- 
withstanding less  than  20/.  is  recovered. 

This  was  a  motion  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  defendant  to  show 
cause  why  the  plaintiffs  should  not  recover  their  costs  under  the  13  & 
14  Vict  c.  61,  notwithstanding  that  the  amount  recovered  in  the 
action  was  less  than  202. 

Gray,  in  support  of  the  motion.^     The  affidavits  show  that  one  of 
the  plaintiffs  dwelt  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action ;  the  case,  therefore,  falls 
within  the  exception  in  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  128,  which  retains  I 

the  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  the  superior  courts,  <'  where  the  plaintiff 
dwells  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant"  The  plaintifi» 
are  entitled  to  costs  under  the  Statute  of  Gloucester,  unless  the  de« 
fendant  shows  that  they  are  deprived  of  them. 

[Alderson,  B.  The  last  act  says,  that  where  the  amount  recovered 
is  under  20/.,  the  plaintiff  shall  have  judgment  to  recover  such  sum 
only  and  no  costs,  except  in  the  cases  thereinafter  provided,  so  that  it 
rather  lies  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  bring  themselves  within  the  excep- 
tion.] 

It  has  been  decided  that  where  one  of  two  defendants  dwells  above 
twenty  miles  from  the  plaintiff,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs.  Par* 
ry  V.  Davies,  1  L.  M .  &  P.  379 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  284, 
and  Doyle  v.  Lawrence,  1  L.  M.  &  P.  379 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  368.  The  interpretation  clause  (sect  142),  of  the  9  &  10  Vict 
c.  95,  enacts,  that  words  in  the  singular  number  are  to  be  understood 
to  mean  several  persons  or  things. 

Petersdorff,  contra.  The  burden  of  proof  is  certainly  on  the  plain- 
tiffs, since  the  last  statute  and  the  interpretation  clause  of  the  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  95,  is  not  an  argument  in  favor  of  this  application.  Reading 
the  128th  section  together  with  the  interpretation  clause,  the  plain- 
tiffs must  dwell  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant ;  and  that 
is  not  the  case  here. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  271 ;  16  Jur.  728. 
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The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Platt,  B.  The  plaintiffs  having  recovered  in  this  court  a  verdict 
for  a  sum  recoverable  in  the  county  court,  moved  for  costs,  on  the 
ground  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs  lived  at  a  distance  greater,  and  the 
other  at  a  distance  less,  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant  On 
showing  cause  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  objected  that  the  plain- 
tiffs did  not  bring  themselves  within  the  predicament  presented  by 
the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  128 ;  for  if  they  were  considered  as  consti- 
tuting one  plaintiff,  or  according  to  the  interpretation  clause  (sect. 
142),  as  being  two  plaintijf&,  it  could  not  be  predicated  of  them  that 
they  dwelt  more  than  a  distance  of  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant, 
and  in  either  case,  they  dwelt  as  much  within  as  beyond  that  distance ; 
that  this  would  be  a  casus  omissus^  and  that,  unless  they  come  within 
the  language  of  the  12th  section,  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
grant  costs. 

By  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  s.  128,  it  is  enacted, "  that  all  actions  and  pro- 
ceedings which  before  the  passing  of  this  act  might  have  been  brought 
in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  record,  where  the  plaintiff 
dwells  more  than  twenty  miles  from  the  defendant,  may  be  brought 
and  determined  in  any  such  superior  court,  at  the  election  of  the 
party  suing  or  proceeding,  as  if  the  act  had  not  been  passed."  Under 
this  act  the  defendant,  in  practice,  applied  to  the  court  under  the  129th 
section,  in  order  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  costs.  That  was  on 
an  affidavit  stating,  among  other  things,  that  he  and  the  plaintiff 
dwelt  within  the  prescribed  distance  of  each  other.  The  practice  was 
changed  by  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  61,  which  deprived  the  plaintiff  of 
his  costs,  if  the  cause  of  action  should  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  county  court,  unless  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  should  certify 
under  the  12th  section,  or  the  plaintiff  should,  in  pursuance  of  the 
13th  section  of  the  act,  make  it  appear  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
in  which  such  action  was  brought,  or  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge 
at  chambers,  on  summons,  that  the  said  action  was  brought  for  a 
cause  of  action  in  which  concurrent  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  Supe- 
rior Court  by  the  128th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  9,  in  which  case 
the  court  in  which  the  action  is  brought,  or  a  judge  at  chambers  may 
by  rule  or  order  direct  that  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  his  costs.  Under 
the  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  61,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  applied  to  obtain  his 
costs ;  and  surely  the  facts  which  would  have  enabled  him  to  resist 
successfully  a  motion  by  the  defendant  to  deprive  him  of  his  costs 
under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  25,  will  suffice  under  the  13th  section  of  the 
13  &  14  Vict  c.  61,  to  establish  his  right  to  recover.  The  cases  in 
which  that  right  is  to  attach  are  not  changed  ;  they  are  still  those  in 
which  concurrent  jurisdiction  is  given  to  the  superior  courts  by  the 
128th  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  The  same  state  of  facts,  therefore, 
which  would  have  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  his  costs  before  the  passing 
of  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  61,  would,  provided  he  satisfied  the  court  or 
a  judge  of  their  existence,  equally  entitle  him  to  costs  now. 

In  Parry  v.  DavieSj  the  siffidavits  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  omitted 
to  state  that  more  than  one  of  them  resided  within  twenty  miles  of 
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the  plaintiff.  Lord  Cranworth,  then  Baron  Rolfe,  held  that  the  128th 
section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95,  gave  the  Superior  Court  concurrent 
jurisdiction,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his  costs.  In  Doyle 
V.  Lawrence^  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  adopted  Lord  Cranworth's 
decision,  and  held  that  the  residence  of  one  of  the  defendants  more 
than  twenty  miles  from  the  plaintiff  made  that  case  one  of  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  within  the  same  section.  The  same  principle  must 
apply  to  a  plurality  of  plaintiffs.  We,  therefore,  think,  that  as  one 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  case  resided  more  than  twenty  miles  firom  the 
defendant,  the  jurisdiction  was  concurrent,  and  the  plaintiffs  entitled 
to  their  costs. 

Bute  absohUe. 


Alcaid  v.  Wesson.^ 

June  2,  1852. 

Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  12  4*  13  VtcL  c.  106,  ss.  213,  215, 
216,  221,  —  Notice  —  Bankruptcy  Uertificate  —  Discharge  of  Debt 
—  Bill  of  Exchange, 

To  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange  against  the  acceptor,  the  defendant  plead- 
ed that,  being  a  trader,  he  presented  a  petition  to  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  under  the  12  & 
13  Vict  c  106,  which  court  appointed  a  private  sitting,  and  that  fourteen  days  before  such 
sitting  written  notice  was  given  to  every  person  whom  the  defendant  then  knew  to  be  his 
creditor,  or  whom  he  had  any  means  of  Knowing  to  be  his  creditor,  and  amongst  others  to 
the  drawer  of  tiie  bill  of  exchange,  and  that  he  did  not,  at  the  time  of  giving  such  notices, 
nor  did  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  or  the  official  assignee  know  that  the  drawer  had  indorsed 
the  bill,  or  was  not  the  holder,  or  who  was  the  holder,  or  the  address  of  such  holder ;  that 
the  defendant  filed  an  account  of  his  debts,  wherein  he  set  forth  a  proposal  to  pay  his  cre- 
ditors Is.  6d.  in  the  pound ;  that  at  such  private  sitting  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  &ie  requi- 
site number  of  creditors  proved  their  debts  and  assented  to  the  defendant's  proposal ;  that 
the  Bankruptcy  Court  proposed  another  sitting,  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  notice ;  that  at 
such  second  meeting  the  requisite  number  of  creditors  proved  their  debts,  and  agreed  to 
accept  the  defendant's  proposal ;  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  then  confirmed  the  propo- 
sal and  agreement,  and  afterwards  gave  the  defendant  a  ceitificote  in  the  form  in  schedule 
A:  — 

Hddj  first,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  not  averring  that  the  resolution  and  agreement  had  been 
carried  fully  into  effect,  and  the  creditors  satisfied  pursuant  to  the  221  st  section  of  the  12 
&  13  Vict  c.  106.  Secondly,  dubitante  Martin,  B.,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  barred  as  to 
his  debt,  seeing  that  he  had' not  had  notice  of  the  first  sitting. 

Q^mre,  Whether  any  of  the  creditors  are  bound  by  the  certificate  unless  notice  of  the  previous 
meetings  be  given  to  all  of  them. 

Assumpsit  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by  J.  Plews,  upon  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  defendant,  and  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff. 

Plea,  puis  darrien  continuance,  that  the  defendant  was  a  trader,  and 
being  indebted  to  divers  persons,  presented  his  petition  to  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Court,  in  the  form  contained  in  schedule  A.,  to  the  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  106,  (the  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849)  annexed. 


1  21  Law  J.  Eep.  (k.  s.)  ExcL  281 ;  7  Exchequer  Bep.  758. 
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The  plea  then  set  out  the  other  proceedings  under  the  Bankrupt  Act, 
and  stated  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  appointed  a  private  sitting 
to  be  held,  and  that  fourteen  days  before  such  sitting  written  notice 
was  given  to  every  person  whom  the  defendant  then  knew  to  be  his 
creditor,  or  whom  he  had  any  means  of  knowing  to  be  his  creditor, 
and  amongst  others  to  J.  Plews,  the  drawer,  and  that  the  defendant 
did  not,  at  the  time  when  such  notices  were  given  or  sent,  nor  did  the 
Bankruptcy  Court,  nor  the  official  assignee,  know  that  J.  Plews  had 
indorsed  the  bill,  or  was  not  the  holder,  or  who  was  the  holder 
and  entitled  to  the  proceeds,  except  J.  Plews,  or  the  address,  de- 
scription, or  locality  of  such  liolder.  The  piea  then  stated  that 
the  defendant  filed  a  full  account  of  his  debts  and  of  the  debt  in 
question,  and  did  set  forth  a  proposal  to  the  effect  that  he  would! 
pay  his  creditors  a  composition  of  7^.  6d,  in  the  pound ;  and  that 
at  the  private  sitting  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  the  creditors  of  the 
defendant,  to  the  amount  of  102.  and  upwards,  proved  their  debts,  and 
that  three  fifths  in  number  and  value  of  the  creditors  who  had  so 
proved,  did  assent  to  the  proposal  of  the  defendant ;  that  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  did  then  propose  another  sitting ;  that  after  the  first,  and 
before  such  second  sitting,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  applied  to  the 
defendant  for  payment  of  the  said  bill,  and  that  such  application 
was  the  first  intimation  that  the  defendant  had  that  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  J.  Plews,  was  the  holder  of  the  bill,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  creditor  to  the  defendant ;  that  the  Bankruptcy  Court  made  a 
special  order  that  service  of  the  notice  of  the  second  sitting  at  the  last 
known  place  of  abode  of  the  plaintiff  should  be  deemed  sufficient, 
and  that  notice  was  served  accordingly ;  that  such  second  meeting 
was  duly  held,  and  that  four  other  creditors  of  the  defendant  there 
proved  their  debts,  and  that  three  fifths  in  number  and  value  of  all 
those  creditors  who  had  proved  debts  to  the  amount  of  10/.  at  either 
of  those  sittings  agreed  to  accept  the  proposal  of  the  defendant, 
which  was  assented  to  at  the  first  sitting ;  that  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy then  confirmed  the  said  proposal  and  agreement,  and  caused 
it  to  be  filed  of  record ;  that  after  the  bill  became  due,  and  after  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  within  eight  days  now  last  past,  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  gave  the  defendant  a  certificate  under  the  seal 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  in  the  form  in  schedule  A.,  which  set  out, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  resolution  or  agreement  had  been 
duly  carried  into  effect.  The  plea  then  stated  that  the  debt  in  ques- 
tion had  not  been  contracted  by  fraud,  &c.,  or  by  reason  of  any  judg- 
ment for  breach  of  the  revenue  laws,  or  for  breach  of  any  promise  of 
marriage,  &c.     Special  demurrer. 

Hawkins,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  May  31.  The  plea  is  bad  on 
several  grounds.  The  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  12  &  13  Vict,  c  106.  The  effect 
of  the  216th  ^ind  of  the  previous  sections  is,  that  no  creditors  are 
barred  by  the  certificate  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  unless  they  have 
had  notice  of  the  private  sittings.  Here  the  plea  does  not  aver  that 
the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  private  sittings ;  it  merely  alleges  that 
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notice  was  given  to  every  person  whom  the  defendant  knew  to  be  a 
creditor,  or  whom  he  had  any  means  of  knowing  to  be  a  creditor, 
and  amongst  others  to  the  drawer  of  the  bill.  This  is  not  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  statute ;  for  notice  ought  to  be  given  to  every 
creditor,  without  exception,  and  no  excuse  or  equivalent  for  such 
notice'  is  of  any  avail.  Secondly,  the  certificate  of  bankruptcy  is 
inoperative  in  consequence  of  a  non-compliance  by  the  defendant 
with  the  provisions  of  the  221st  section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106. 
Before  the  defendant  can  be  entitled  to  a  discharge  from  his  debts, 
he  must  show,  in  conformity  with. the  terms  of  that  section,  either 
that  the  resolution  or  agreement  had  been  carried  into  effect,  or  that 
the  creditors  had  been  satisfied.  The  plea  contains  neither  of  these 
averments,  and  is,  therefore,  bad.  The  case  of  Levy  v.  Horne^  5 
Exch.  Rep.  257 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (s,  s.)  Exch.  260,  is  in  point 
He  also  cited  Wagner  v.  Imbrie,  6  Ibid.  882 ;  s.  c.  3  Eng.  Rep.  584. 

Watson^  in  support  of  the  plea.  The  defendant  it  entitled  to  judg- 
ment. The  effect  of  the  221st  section  is  to  render  the  certificate  of 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  claim,  although  he 
may  not  have  received  the  notices  mentioned  in  the  213th  and  215th 
sections,  seeing  that  the  want  of  those  notices  is  not  mentioned  in 
the  exceptions  in  the  act  as  a  matter  that  will  invalidate  the  certifi- 
cate. The  Court  of  Bankruptcy  is  a  court  of  record ;  and  a  certificate 
given  after  the  hearing  and  determination  of  a  question  is  final:  The 
plaintiff  might  have  appealed  under  the  12th  section,  but  not  having 
done  so,  is  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  court.  Levy  v.  Home  is  in 
point.  There  Rolfe,  B.,  distinguishes  between  a  protection  given 
under  one  section  and  a  certificate  granted  under  another. 

[Martin,  B.  The  plea  does  not  show  that  the  time  for  granting  a 
certificate  had  arrived.] 

In  the  case  of  outstanding  bills,  it  is  scarcely  possible  to  give  no- 
tice to  the  holders.  The  granting  of  a  certificate  is  a  judicial  act 
The  court  will  presume  that  the  agreement  mentioned  in  the  plea 
has  been  carried  into  effect  and  the  creditors  satisfied.  If  this  had 
not  been  the  case,  the  ^commissioner  would  not  have  granted  a  certi- 
ficate. 

[Alderson,  B.  The  225th  section  seems  to  imply  that  a  creditor, 
who  has  not  had  notice,  is  not  barredj 

Thomas  v.  Hudson,  14  Mee.  &  W,  353 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  283,iis  in  point 

[Martin,  B.  The  plea  ought  to  state  that  the  resolution  and 
agreement  had  been  carried  into  effect,  and  the  creditors  satisfied.] 

The  court  then  intimated  that  they  would  consider  the  question, 
and,  if  necessary,  would  call  on  Hawkins  to  reply. 

Our.  adv,  vtdt. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  now  said,  —  In  this  case  we  are  of  opinion  that 
the  plea  is  bad.  The  declaration  was  on  a  bill  of  exchange ;  the  plea 
of  puis  darrein  continuance  was  of  the  defendant's  discharge  under 
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the  220th  section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106.  For  the  plaintiff,  it 
was  objected  that  the  discharge  was  not  available.  It  was  contended 
that  it  might  have  been  that  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parliament  were 
not  complied  with  ;  and  we  are  all  of  that  opinion.  The  221st  sec- 
tion is  this :  that  so  soon  as  the  said  resolution  or  agreement  shall 
have  been  carried  into  effect,  and  all  the  creditors  of  such  petitioning 
trader  shall  have  been  satisfied  according  to  the  tenor  thereof,  the 
court  shall  give  to  such  petitioner  a  certificate  under  the  hand  and 
seal  of  the  commissioner,  setting  forth  the  filing  of  the  petition,  and 
so  on ;  and  then  it  says,  and  such  certificate  shall  thenceforth  operate 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  fully  as  if  the  same  were  a  certificate 
of  conformity  under  a  bankruptcy. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  plea  should  have  averred  that  the  reso- 
lution and  agreement  had  been  carried  fully  into  effect,  and  that  the 
creditors  had  been  satisfied,  and,  in  the  absence  of  those  averments, 
we  think  the  plea  is  bad.  I  must  say,  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  in 
what  was  pointed  out  by  my  brother  Alderson  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  that  this,  which  is  an  arrangement  between  the  parties 
themselves,  although  under  the  control  of  the  court,  can  hardly  be 
considered  to  extend  to  cases  of  creditors  to  whom  no  notice  at  all 
was  given ;  for  I  observe  in  the  very  next  section,  which  relates  to  an 
arrangement  by  deed,  it  is  expressly  provided  that  the  effect  of  the 
arrangement  should  only  prevail  in  respect  to  those  persons  who  had 
had  notice.  But  the  principal  point  on  which  the  decision  of  the 
court  goes,  is,  that  the  plea  itself  is  bad  for  want  of  those  averments 
which  I  have  pointed  out.  There  will,  therefore,  be  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Alderson,  B«  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  own  I  think  that  the 
section  does  not  extend,  at  all  events,  beyond  those  creditors  who  had 
notice.  It  is  very  arguable  whether  it  applies  at  all  even  to  those 
who  bad  notice,  unless  all  had  notice. 

Platt,  B.  It  seems  very  clear  from  the  216th  section,  that  it  can 
affect  no  creditor  who  has  not  had  notice ;  because  where  a  resolu- 
tion has  been  entered  into,  according  to  the  former  section,  the  216th 
section  is  this,  that  such  resolution  and  agreement  shall  thenceforth  be 
binding  and  of  full  force  as  against  all  persons  who  are  creditors  at 
the  date  of  his  petition,  and  who  had  notice  of  the  several  meetings, 
&c.,  it  is  quite  clear  no  other  persons  are  bound  by  that  agreement 

Martin,  B.  I  am  also  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  plea  is  bad 
on  general  demurrer.  I  think  it  is  defective  in  not  containing  an 
averment  that  the  resolution  or  agreement  had  been  carried  into  effect, 
and  the  creditors  satisfied  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  agreement 
The  22l8t  section  expressly  enacts,  that  until  that  shall  be  done,  the 
commissioners  shall  not  grant  a  certificate.  I  apprehend  that  it  is 
impossible  that  the  commissioners  can  by  any  act  of  theirs  supersede 
the  plain  enactment  of  the  act  of  parliament,  the  obiect  of  the  certifi- 
cate being  to  bar  a  man's  debt  by  a  proceeding  in  wldch  he  has  taken 
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no  part,  and  over  which  he  has  no  control  of  any  sort  or  kind.  It 
seems  that  the  case  cited  by  the  defendant's  counsel  was  an  action 
against  a  public  officer,  who  acted  in  strict  obedience  to  the  direction 
of  a  court  of  record,  and  may  be  upheld  on  that  ground  ;  but  I  appre- 
hend that  it  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  a  man  is  to  be  deprived  of 
his  debt  by  the  act  of  a  commissioner  of  bankruptcy,  which  is  not 
in  conformity  with  the  power  given  to  him  by  the  act  of  parliament ; 
and  no  general  doctrine  arising  from  the  authority  of  a  court  of  record 
can  confer  on  the  certificate  of  a  commissioner  of  bankruptcy  any 
such  effect.  My  opinion  is,  that  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance,  for  want 
of  the  averment 

With  respect  to  the  other  point  of  notice,  I  own,  I  am  not  so  clear; 
I  am  rather  inclined  to  be  of  opinion  that  if  a  bill  of  exchange  is  in 
the  hands  of  a  person  whom  the  applicant  was  unable  to  discover,  the 
certificate  would  rather  teiid  to  bar  that  party,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that,  looking  at  all  the  sections  of  the  act  of  parliament  relating  to 
the  subject,  and  beginning  at  the  211th  section,  it  was  supposed  that 
some  time  would  be  occupied  in  carrying  out  this  matter,  and  some 
time  would  occur  before  the  creditors  were  satisfied  according  to  the 
tenor  and  effect  of  the  agreement,  so  that  in  all  probability  all  the 
creditors  of  a  man  would  learn  that  such  a  proceeding  was  going  on  ; 
and  then,  in  the  event  of  the  debtor  having  omitted  any  person  impro- 
perly from  his  petition,  the  223d  section  rendered  him  liable  to  be  at  once 
made  a  bankrupt  I  am  rather  inclined  to  be  of  opinion  that  down 
to  the  period  when  all  the  creditors  whose  names  were  mentioned  in 
the  petition  were  satisfied,  those  creditors  who  had  not  notice  had  a 
right  to  come  in,  and  get  the  benefit  of  it,  and  they  had  a  right  to 
arrest  the  debtor  according  to  the  case  of  Levy  v.  Home ;  but  after 
the  certificate  was  once  granted,  it  would  operate  as  an  ordinary  cer- 
tificate. It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  give  any  positive  opinion 
upon  that  I  am  very  clearly  of  opinion  that  by' reason  of  the  want 
of  an  averment  of  satisfaction,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the  agree- 
ment, this  plea  is  bad  in  substance. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Megoison  v.  Bowes  (commonly  called  Lady  Glamis)  and  others. 

Sells  v.  The  Same.  ^ 

May  8,  1852. 

Replevin — Verbal  Agreement  to  let  Tithe  free  —  Non  tenuit. 

Beplevin.    Avowry,  that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  the  defendant,  at  a  rent  of  400/.  a  year. 
The  plaintiff  being  the  owner  of  a  farm  and  lessee  of  the  tithe  commutation  rent-charge, 

^  21  Law  J.  Bepw  (k.  s.)  Ezch.  284;  7  Exchequer  Rep.  685. 
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under  the  Bean  and  Chapter  of  W.,  at  a  rent  of  60^.  a  year,  let  the  land  yerbally  to  the  de- 
fendant, at  a  rent  of  400^  a  jear,  tithe  free :  — 

Held,  that  as  bj  the  80th  section  of  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,.«.  71,  in  the 
event  of  the  defendant  distraining  for  the  tithe  rent,  she  would  be  compelled  to  allow  the 
same  to  the  plaintiff  in  account ;  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  the  defendant,  at  a  rent  of  400/., 
and  thciefd^  that  the  avowry  was  proved. 

Replevin.  Avowry,  that  the  plaintiff  held  the  premises  as  tenant 
to  the  defendant  Bowes  (Lady  Glamis),  by  virtue  of  a  demise,  at  a 
rent  of  400/.  a  year. 

Plea  in  bar,  non  tenuit . 

At  the  trial,  before  Parke,  B.,  at  the  last  Hertfordshire  spring  assi- 
zes, it  appeared  that  an  agreement  had  been  entered  into  between  one 
of  the  defendants  and  the.  plaintiff^  for  a  demise  of  the  land,  tithe 
free,  on  certain  terms,  namely,  400^  for  the  first,  second,  and  subse- 
quent years  of  the  term,  which  was  to  be  for  twenty-one  years,  at  a 
rent  varying  according  to  the  average  price  of  corn.  There  were  also 
other  stipulations  in  the  agreement  for  a  lease* of  land,  which  were 
not  finally  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff,  so  that  the  lease  was  never 
prepared.  The  plaintiff  entered  and  occupied,  and  agreed  to  pay  a 
rent  of  400Z.  a  year,  the  understanding  of  the  parties  being  that  the 
land  should  be  demised  to  the  plaintiff  at  a  rent  of  400L  a  year,  tithe 
free.  Lady  Glamis  was  the  lessee  of  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  West- 
minster, having  a  lease  for  lives  of  the  tithes,  the  land  itself  belonging 
to  her.  The  value  of  the  tithes  was  60/.  a  year.  The  plaintiff  had, 
previously  to  the  distress,  paid  an  entire  rent  at  the  rate  of  400/.  a 
year. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  on  the  authority  of  Gardiner  v. 
Williamsanj  2  B.  &  Ad.  336 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  233,  that  the 
avowry  was  not  supported ;  that  as  there  was  no  demise  by  deed  the 
tithe  Sid  not  pass,  and  therefore  it  was  not  proved  that  the  lands  were 
held  at  a  fixed  rent  The  learned  judge  inclined  to  this  opinion,  and 
directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  the  defendants  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  them,  if  the  court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion. 

E.  James  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly, — 

May  4.  ChamberSj  Willes,  and  Lush  showed  cause.  The  avowry 
was  not  proved.  This  was  a  demise  of  land  and  of  all  that  issued 
out  of  it,  and  having  been  granted  at  an  entire  rent  was  void  as  to 
the  tithes  for  want  of  being  under  seal ;  so  that  the  distress  for  rent 
was  unlawful,  there  being  no  distinct  rent  for  the  land.  Gardiner  v. 
Williamson.  It  makes  no  difference  in  this  case  that  the  tithes  are 
commuted,  for  the  rent-charge  varies  according  to  the  price  of  corn ; 
and  therefore  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  Tithe  Act  had  not  passed. 
In  this  case  a  court  of  equity,  in  ordering  the  agreement  in  qil^stion 
to  be  fulfiUed,  would  have  decreed  a  lease  both  of  the  tithes  and  land. 
Suppose  the  defendant,  Lady  Glamis,  had  sold  the  tithes,  the  situa- 
tion of  the  tenant  would  have  been  this,  —  his  want  of  possession  of 
the  tithes  would  have  amounted  to  an  eviction  by  the  tortious  act  of 
the  lessor,  and  the  rent  not  being  apportionable  could  not  have  been 
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distrained  for.  Neale  v.  Mackenzie^  1  Mee.  &  W.  747 ;  s.  c.  6  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  263.  It  is  cleax  that  Lady  Glamis  intended  to 
demise  both  the  tithes  and  the  land. 

E,  James  and  Rodwell,  in  support  of  the  rale.  The  defendants 
were  entitled  to  distrain  for  the  rent  of  400^  a  year.  The  intention 
of  the  parties  to  this  demise  was  that  the  land  only  was  demised,  a 
circumstance  which  distinguishes  the  case  from  Oardiner  v.  William-' 
soHj  where  there  was  an. express  demise  of  tithes.  Besides,  the  Tithe 
Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  Will.  4,  c  71,  makes  a  difference  in  this 
case.  Again,  the  80th  section  of  the  adb  is  most  important ;  it  pro- 
vides that  any  tenant  ^  who  shall  hold  his  lands  under  a  lease  or 
agreement,  providing  that  the  same  shall  be  holden  and  enjoyed  by 
him  free  of  tithes,  or  who  shall  occupy  any  lands  by  any  lease  or 
agreement  made  subsequently  to  Isuch  commutation,  and  who  shall 
pay  any  such  rent-charge,  shall  be  entitled  to  deduct  the  amount 
thereof  from  the  rent  payable  by  him  to  his  landlord,  and  shall  be 
allowed  the  same  in  account  with  the  said  landlord."  The  words, 
therefore,  "  tithe  free  "  in  this  lease  are  mere  surplusage.  The  plain- 
tiff held  at  a  rent  of  4O0L  a  year,  and  if  he  had  been  called  upon  by 
the  defendant  to  pay  tithe  he  might  have  deducted  the  amount  from 
the  rent 

Our.  adv.  mtU. 

Parke,  B.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court.^  His  lordship 
stated  the  facts  and  proceeded.  In  this  case  I  reserved  the  question 
at  the  trial ;  but  it  struck  me  at  that  time,  considering  only  the  situ- 
ation of  the  tithes  before  the  passing  of  the  late  act,  that  if  there  was 
a  demise  by  the  owner  of  the  tithes  for  the  time  being  of  lands  tithe 
free  (they  being  separate  inheritances)  it  really  meant  an  agreement 
on  his  part  to  demise  both  the  tithes  and  the  lands  at  the  joint  rent 
of  400/.  a  year ;  and  that  there  being  no  demise  in  this  case  by  deed, 
the  tithe  cud  not  pass,  and  consequently  it  could  not  be  said  that  the 
lands  were  holden  at  any  certain  rent.  Whether  that  would  have 
been  the  consequence  if  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act  had  not  passed 
is  a  matter,  I  believe,  on  which  the  court  is  not  agreed,  and  upon 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  any  thing ;  for  the  effect  of  the  Tithe 
Commutation  Act  appears  to  rertiove  aU  difficulty  in  this  case. 

The  Tithe  Commutation  Act  passed  before  this  agreement  with 
Mr.  Meggison ;  and  I  should  say  there  was  ample  evidence  of  his 
agreeing  to  hold  at  the  rent  of  400/.  a  vear,  not  upon  the  terms  of  a 
rent  varying  according  to  the  price  of  corn.  A  distress  was  made, 
and  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Sells,  were,  in  one  case,  distrained, 
and  he  contested  the  legality  of  the  distress ;  and  in  another  case 
there  was  a  replevin  by  Mr.  Meggison,  to  v/hich  there  was  an  avow- 
ing on  the  part  of  Lady  Glamis  at  a  holding  of  400L  a  year.  The 
only  question  is,  whether  this  demise,  being  subsequent  to  the  Tithe 
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Commutation  Act,  calculated  at  400/.  a  year,  the  intention  being 
that  the  tenant  should  not  pay  a  tithe  rent,  the  tithe  having  ceased  to 
exist  in  point  of  law,  whether  that  was  a  misdescription,  or  whether 
the  defendant  did  hold  the  lands  at  400/.  a  year. 

Mr.  Rodwell  has  referred  us  to  the  80th  section  of  the  Tithe  Com- 
mutation Act,  which  appears  to  us  to  solve  any  difficulty  in  the  case. 
The  parties  must  be  presumed  after  that  to  have  contracted,  as  the 
80th  section  says  they  are  to  be  presumed  to  contract ;  and  that 
80th  section  provides,  that  if  there  be  any  agreement  for  a  lease  of 
lands  made  subsequently  to  such  commutation,  any  tenant  who  shall 
pay  any  suck  rent-charge  shall  be  allowed  the  same  in  account  with 
the  landlord.  And  it  provides  sufficiently  for  this  case ;  for  as  Lady 
Glamis  was  the  owner  of  the  tithes,  and  it  was  meant  that  the 
tenant  should  pay  400/.  a  year  for  the  land,  and  not  pay  tithes,  if  she 
afterwards  choose  to  distrain  for  thi»  tithe  reoJ;  she  would  be  com- 
pelled to  allow  that  in  the  account,  and  the  tenant  would  occupy  the 
land  at  340/.  a  year,  the  rent-charge  being  60/.  It  appears  to  us 
that  the  parties  are  to  be  taken  to  have  coniifacted  with  regard  to  the 
80th  section,  and  that  the  contract  was  a  contract  for  400/.  a  year, 
and  if  Lady  Glamis  choose  afterwards,  there  being  the  understanding 
that  she  should  not  enforce  it  (whether  any  action  would  lie  against 
her  for  enforcing  it  or  not  is  not  a  matter  m  question),  but  if  she  did 
choose  afterwards  to  enforce  it,  then  Mr.  Meggison  would  have  had 
his  relief  against  her;  and,  therefore,  we  think  that  in  this  case  there 
was  sufficient  evidence,  notwithstanding  that  Lady  Glamis  was  the 
owner  of  the  rent-charge  substituted  for  the  tithes,  that,  as  between 
the  plaintiff  and  Lady  Glamis  he  was  to  occupy  at  400/.  a  year. 
Consequently,  the  verdict  ought  to  be  entered,  pursuant  to  leave 
reserved  by  me,  for  Lady  Glamis,  the  defendant,  in  both  the  cases. 
The  rule  will,  therefore,  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


COUNTY  COURT  APPEAL. 

Great    Northern    Railway  Company,   appeUants,   v.    Shepherd, 

respondent.^ 

Jane  19, 1852.  • 

Carrievs  by  Railway  —  Luggage  —  Merchandise, 

If  a  paasenger  on  a  railway  cany  merchandise  packed  np  with  his  personal  Inggage,  the  rail- 
way company  are  not  responsible  for  the  valne  of  the  merchandise  if  the  luggage  be  lost 
from  the  tram.  Bnt  if  the  merchandise  be  so  packed  as  to  be  obvionsly  merchandise  to 
the  eye,  the  railway  company  will  be  responsible  for  the  loss  in  the  absence  of  any  bai^ain 
to  the  contrary. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  county  court  of  Yorkshire,  holden  at 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (k.  s.)  £xch.  286 :  8  Excheqner  Bep.  80.    Before  Pabke,  B.,  and 
PtATT,^.  -^  r 
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Sheffield.  It  was  first  heard  at  the  sittings  after  Hilary  term,  and  a 
report  will  be  found,  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  114 ;  s.  c.  9  Eng. 
Rep.  477,  but  the  following  rule  was  afterwards  made :  — 

"  Upon  reading  the  special  case  stated  between  the  parties  for  the 
opinion  of  this  court,  and  upon  hearing  Mr.  Phipson,  counsel  for  the 
defendants,  the  appell?ints,  and  Mr.  Mellor,  counsel  for  the  respondent, 
it  is  ordered  that  the  special  case  be  referred  back  to  the  judge  of  the 
said  county  court  to  state  the  terms  upon  which  the  defendants  car- 
ried passengers  by  the  excursion  train  in  question,  and  whether  they 
carried  them  upon  the  same  terms  contained  in  the  6th  section  of  the 
statute  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85.    By  the  court" 

The  following  supplemental  case  was  accordingly  prepared,  and 

was  now  (May  12)  submitted  to  the  court:  — 

•  * 

"  The  Court  of  Exchequer  having,  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal, 

ordered  that  the  special  case  be  referred  back  to  the  judge  of  the 
county  court  to  state  the  terms  upon  which  the  defendants  carried 
passengers  by  *the  excursion  train  in  question,  and  whether  they 
carried  them  upon  the  terms  contained  in  the  6th  section  of  the 
statute  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85, 1  have  to  state  that  no  evidence  was 
given  or  tendered  as  to  the  terms  upon  which  the  defendants  carried 
passengers  by  the  excursion  train  in  question,  unless  the  admitted 
fact  that  the  charge  for  each  third  class  passenger  by  the  said  train 
was  much  less  than  Id,  for  each  mile  travelled,  be  of  itself,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court  of  appeal,  sufficient  proof  in  point  of  law  that 
they  carried  them  upon  the  terms  contained  in  6th  section,  and  (sub- 
ject to  such  opinion  of  the  said  court)  I  find  that  the  defendants  did 
not  carry  passengers  by  the  said  excursion  train  upon  the  terms  con- 
tained in  the  6th  section  of  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85,  and  that 
there  was  no  special  contract  as  to  the  terms  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants,  but  that  they  carried  him  and  and  other  passen- 
gers and  their  luggage  by  the  said  train  upon  the  same  terms  as 
those  upon  which  the  defendants  and  other  railway  companies  carry 
passengers,  whether  of  the  first,  second,  or  third  class,  and  their  lug- 
gage, by  their  ordinary  passenger  trains,  and  which  terms,  as  I  con- 
ceive, are  the  same  as  those  on  which  stage-coach  proprietors  and 
other  common-carriers  of  passengers  for  hire  do  by  the  laws  of  Eng- 
land carry  passengers  and  their  luggage.  I  ought  to  add,  that  had  I 
been  specially  called  upon  at  the  tnal  to  find  the  terms  upon  which 
passengers  were  carried  by  the  said  train,  I  should  have  found  them 
as  above  set  forth ;  but  I  considered,  and  stated,  that  it  was  unneces- 
sary for  me  to  do  so,  because,  even  on  the  assumption  that  the  defend- 
ants were  right  in  contending  that  they  carried  the  plaintiff  on  the 
terms  contained  in  the  said  sixth  section  of  the  statute,  I  thought 
they  were  liable  for  the  loss  of  his  goods,  and  that,  consequently,  a 
fortiori^  they  were  so  if  they  did  not  carry  him  on  such  terms. 
I  would  take  the  liberty  of  respectfully  adding  further,  that  the  county 
court  judge  does  not  state  the  case  on  appeals,  he  merely  signs  the 
statement  prepared  by  the  parties  if  they  agree,  and  determines  which 
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of  two  statements  is  to  be  adopted  when  they  differ,  unless  he  hap- 
pen to  notice  some  manifest  error  or  omission. 

(Signed)  «  W.  Walker." 

PhipsoHj  at  the  sittings  after  Easter  term^,  appeared  for  the  appel- 
lants. No  point  will  arise  upon  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  85,  s.  6,  which 
regulates  the  amount  of  luggage  to  be  carried  by  passengers  in  a 
parliamentary  train,  for  it  must  be  conceded  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence as  to  the  terms  with  respect  to  luggage  upon  which  the 
passengers  in  this  train  were  carried.  The  question  must  be  decided 
according  to  the  general  common  law  liability  of  the  company  as 
carriers ;  and  whilst  it  may  be  admitted  that  they  would  be  liable  for 
the  loss  of  the  ordinary  luggage  of  a  passenger,  it  is  submitted  that 
they  are  not  liable  for  that  which,  although  carried  by  the  passenger^ 
as  luggage,  is  merchandise.  Here  the  plaintiff  himself  concealed  the 
nature  of  what  he  was  carrying,  and  although  no  fraud  was  intended, 
it  amounted  to  a  fraud  in  law,  so  as  to  relieve  the  company  from 
liability.  The  principle  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  the  case 
of  Gibbon  v.  Paynton^  4  Burr.  2298.  There,  a  man  sent  100/.  in  money 
from  Birmingham  to  London,  and  hid  it  in  hay  in  an  old  nail-bag. 
The  bag  arrived  safe,  but  the  money  was  gone.  Lord  Mansfield  said, 
^  His  (the  carrier's)  warranty  and  insurance  is  in  respect  of  the  reward 
he  is  to  receive,  and  the  reward  ought  to  be  proportionable  to  the  risk. 
If  he  makes  a  greater  warranty  and  insurance  he  will  take  greater 
care,  use  more  caution,  and  be  at  the  expense  of  more  guards  or 
other  methods  of  security,  and  therefore  he  ought  in  reason  and 
justice  to  have  a  greater  reward ;  consequently,  if  the  owner  of  the 
goods  had  been  guilty  of  a  fraud  upon  the  carrier,  such  fraud  ought 
to  excuse  the  carrier."  As  regards  the  personal  luggage,  the  company 
cannot  dispute  their  liability,  and  must  pay  those  items,  amounting 
to  1/.  'is.  &d. 

Field  was  now  heard  for  the  respondent,  the  plaintiff  below.^  There 
was  no  special  contract  between  the  parties,  and  no  notice,  therefore, 
limiting  the  liability  of  the  company  as  common-carriers.  It  is  a 
different  case  from  JBatson  v.  DanovaUj  4  B.  &  Aid.  21,  where  the  jury 
expressly  found  that  there  had  been  an  unfair  concealment. 

[Parke,  B.  What  is  the  contract  of  the  carrier?  It  is  to  carry 
the  passenger  and  his  luggage.  If  you  do  not  give  them  notice  they 
cannot  know  the  contents  of  the  package  and  the  risk  they  run. 
They  might  have  demanded  an  extra  payment  had  they  known  it 
was  merchandise.] 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  inquire.  In  Riley  v.  Home,  5 
Bing.  217 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  P.  C.  32,  Best,  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment 
said,  "  A  carrier  has  a  right  to  know  the  value  and  quality  of  what  he 
is  required  to  carry.  If  the  owner  of  the  goods  will  not  tell  him  what 
his  goods  are,  and  what  they  are  worth,  the  carrier  may  refuse  to  take 

1  May  12,  before  Aldebson,  B.,  and  Martin,  B.       v 
a  June  19,  before  Parke,  B.,  and  Platt,  B. 
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charge  of  them,  but  if  he  does  take  charge  of  them  he  waives  his 
right  to  know  their  contents  and  value."  That  is  precisely  what  has 
been  done  by  the  defendants  in  this  case.  In  Oibbon  v.  PayrUon^  and 
Batson  v.  Donovan  there  was  fraud,  which  is  not  pretended  in  this 
case.  Suppose  a  passenger  who  is  allowed  \12lbs.  of  luggage  takes 
113  Ibs.^  would  that  exempt  the  company  from  liability  for  loss  ? 

[Parke,  B.     No  ;  it  is  their  business  to  weigh  it] 

They  should  also  inquire  as  to  the  nature  of  the  luggage.  No  fraud 
was  intended  by  the  plaintiff.  Here,  also,  there  was  a  new  contract 
after  the  collision.  The  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  looking  after 
his  luggage,  and  the  company  then  undertook  to  forward  it  to  its  des- 
tination.    He  cited  Coggs  v.  Bernard^  2  Ld.  Baym.  909. 

Parke,  B.  In  this  case,  there  being  no  special  contract,  the  defend- 
ants were  only  bound  to  carry  the  plaintiff  and  his  luggage,  and  under 
that  term  may  be  comprised  his  clothing  and  every  thing  required  for 
his  personal  convenience,  and  perhaps  even  a  small  present,  had  he 
had  such  with  him,  or  a  book  on  the  journey  might  also  be  included 
in  that  term ;  but  they  were  certainly  not  bound  to  carry  merchandise 
and  materials  intended  for  trade,  and  to  be  sold  at  a  profit  [Hi» 
lordship,  having  stated  the  facts,  proceeded.]  Had  the  railway  com- 
pany, with  full  notice  of  what  the  passenger  was  carrying,  chosen  to 
treat  it  as  luggage,  they  would  have  been  responsible  for  the  loss ; 
but  their  duty  as  common-carriers  was  only  ip  carry  luggage,  and  not 
merchandise  or  articles  wholly  disconnected' with  personal  luggage. 
If  they  had  had  notice,  they  might  have  refused  to  carry  it  without 
an  additional  payment,  but  they  had  no  opportunity  of  acquiring  this 
knowledge  in  this  case.  Whether  this  was  done  with  any  fraudulent 
intention  it  is  not  material  to  inquire,  for  if  without  any  fraud  the  pas- 
senger has  so  conducted  himself  that  the  company  were  not  apprised 
of  the  nature  of  what  he  was  carrying,  it  is  the  same  in  effect  as  if 
a  fraud  had  been  intended.  Then  it  is  contended  that  a  new  species 
of  contract  was  entered  into  between  the  parties  after  the  accident, 
and  that  the  company  undertook  to  take  care  of  the  luggage.  But 
they  only  agreed  to  carry  the  plaintiff  as  a  passenger,  and  after  the 
accident  occurred  there  was  no  new  contract ;  they  only  intended  to 
carry  out  the  original  contract,  and  the  subsequent  carrying  became 
a  part  of  it.  The  company,  therefore,  is  not  liable  for  the  loss.  The 
judgment  of  the  court  below  will,  therefore,  be  reversed ;  but,  consi- 
dering all  the  facts  of  the  case,  I  think  the  usual  rule  as  to  costs 
should  not  be  insisted  upon. 

Judgment  reversed^  without  costs^  the  defendants  undertaking  to  pay 
11.  35.  6d.,  the  value  of  the  plafntiff^s  personal  luggage,  if  not 
already  paid. 
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Parrott  and  another,  assignees  of  Love,  an  insolvent,  v.  Anderson.^ 

NoYember  15,  1851. 

Landlord  and  Tenant  —  Rent,  Payment  of —  Right  of  Distress  — 

Agent. 

A  tenant  being  indebted  to  his  landlord  for  rent,  the  aeent  of  the  landlord,  without  his  au- 
thority or  knowledge,  took  a  bill  of  exchange  from  the  tenant  for  the  amount  of  the  rent, 
and  paid  over  the  amount  of  the  rent  to  the  landlord  in  his  settlement  of  account.  The 
bill  was  afterwards  dishonored  whilst  in  the  hands  of  a  third  party,  and  the  rent  was  not 

•    paid  by  the  tenant,  whereupon  the  landlord  distrained :  — 

Hdd,  to  be  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  bill  was  discounted  for,  or  the  money  lent 
to  the  tenant  by  the  agent,  or  whether  it  was  an  advance  by  the  agent  to  the  landlord ;  and 
that  if  the  bill  was  discounted  for,  or  the  the  money  so  lent  to  the  tenant,  the  landlord  was 
not  entitled  to  distrain ;  otherwise  he  was  entitled. 

So  in  another  case  where,  on  the  rent  beoomin?  due,  the  agent  for  both  tenant  and  landlord 
paid  the  amount  of  rent  to  the  landlord  wimout  any  authority  from  either  party,  and  the 
tenant  afterwards  failed  to  pay  ^e  rent,  and  tiie  landlord  distrained.  (See  note,  next 
page. 

Case  for  an  excessive  distress.     Plea  —  Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial,  before  Maule,  J.,  at  the  last  Northamptonshire  summer 
assizes,  the  facts  were  these :  —  Love  being  tenant  to  the  defendant, 
who  was  the  mortgagee  of  a  farm,  was  indebted,  in  July,  1850,  to 
the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  146/.  for  rent  due  on  the  preceding  Lady 
day.  In  August,  1850,  a  receiver  of  the  rents  having  been  appointed 
for  the  estate,  the  receiver's  agent,  named  Faux,  took  from  Love  a 
bill  of  exchange  at  four  months  for  146/.  which  he  paid  in  to  his 
bankers.  Shortly  before  the  10th  of  August,  Faux  had  remitted  to 
the  receiver  1,200/.,  being  an  advance  generally  on  accounts  of  rents, 
including  106/.  part  of  the  rent  due  from  Love,  giving  credit  for  it  in 
his  accounts  to  the  receiver  as  if  the  money  had  been  paid ;  and,  on 
the  10th  of  August,  he  remitted  to  the  receiver  the  remaining  sum  of 
40/.  This  was  done  without  the  authority  either  of  the  tenant  or 
the  defendant  or  his  agent.  The  bill  having  been  afterwards  dis- 
honored, and  the  tenant  having  become  insolvent  in  February,  1851, 
the  defendant  distrained  the  tenant's  goods  on  the  6th  of  March,  1851, 
whereupon  the  assignees  brought  the  present  action.  The  learned 
judge  being  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  suc- 
ceed, it  was  arranged  that  the  case  should  not  be  left  to  the  jury,  and 
the  plaintiffs  wer6  accordingly  nonsuited,  leave  being  reserved  to  them 
to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  80/.  if  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  the 
judge  ought  to  have  directed  a  verdict  for  them. 

Nov.  7.  Humfrey  moved  accordingly.  The  defendant  had  no 
right  to  distrain  for  the  rent,  for  he  had  received  payment  of  it  from 
his  agent.     The  agent  trusted  to  the  tenant  Love,  and  remitted  the 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (k.  b.)  Ezch.  269 ;  16  Jur.  418 ;  7  Exchequer  Rep.  93. 
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whole  of  the  rent  to  the  defendant  The  agent  cannot  bylaw  recover 
back  that  sum  from  the  defendant 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  The  tenant  cannot  avail  himself  of  a  payment 
made  under  circumstances  like  these. 

Alderson,  B.  Suppose  the  landlord  had  taken  the  bill  of  exchange, 
and  it  had  been  dishonored,  would  he  not  have  power  to  distrain  ?] 

He  would. 

[  Alderson,  B.  What  difference,  thy,  is  there  between  that  case 
and  tfie  present  ? 

Parke,  B.  Is  not  the  defendant  liable  to  repay  his  agent,  on  the 
ground  of  the  money  having  been  paid  to  the  defendant  under  a  mis- 
take of  facts  ?] 

The  question  turns  upon  the  point,  whether  the  agent  could  recover 
the  money  back  from  the  defendant;  if  he  could  not,  then  the  rent 
due  to  the  defendant  has  been  paid,  and  he  had  no  right  to  distrain. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  If  rent  has  been  paid  to  an  agent  by  a  bill,  and 
that  bill  is  dishonored,  the  tenant  must  still  pay  the  principal.] 

The  agent  debited  himself  with  the  receipt  of  the  rent 

! Pollock,  C.  B.     Suppose  the  agent  had  sent  the  money  to  the 
endant  without  taking  any  biU  from  the  tenant,  would  that  make 
any  difference? 

Platt,  B.  Your  argument  must  be  that  the  agent  lent  the  money 
to  the  tenant] 

That  is  the  argument 

[Parke,  B.  A  similar  point  arose  in  this  court  some  time  ago  in 
Oriffiths  V.  Chichester?-     The  question  is,  whether  this  payment  by 


1  Griffiths  v.  Chichestbs. 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close  and  seizing  his  crops. 

Plea  (amongst  others),  that  the  plaintifiT  was  tenant  to  the  defendant  of  the  dose  in 
qaestion,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  110/.,  payable  on  the  24th  of  June,  and  the  24th  of 
Pecembor ;  and  that  on  the  24th  of  December,  1848,  the  snmof  110/.  was  due  for  one 
year's  rent ;  whereupon  the  defendant  took  the  crops  as  a  distress. 

Replication,  that  the  plaintiff  was  paid  the  sum  of  110/.  ader  the  rent  became  due 
and  before  the  time  of  the  distress. 

At  the  trial,  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  Worce^rshire  summer  assizes,  1850,  the 
facts  were  these :  —  The  plaintiff  had  mortgaged  a  farm  to  the  defendant  to  secure 
the  sum  of  2,400/.  The  mortage  deed,  eSber  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had  obtain- 
ed and  become  tenant  to  the  d^endant  of  the  premises  m  question,  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  110/.,  contained  a  demise  of  the  premises  to  the  plaintifiVat  the  aboFc  rent^  payable 
on  the  24th  of  June,  and  the  24th  of  December.  Then  followed  a  covenant  by  the 
plaintiff  to  pay  interest  at  4^  per  cent  "on  the  days  and  times,  and  in  manner, 
thereinafter  mentioned,**  and  Uien  followed  a  covenant  by  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  rent 
on  the  24th  of  June,  and  the  24th  of  December.  The  first  half-year's  rent  due  on 
the  24th  of  June,  1848,  was  pidd  to  the  defendant,  on  the  4th  of  July,  by  Messrs. 
Hlggins  &  Chamberlain,  who  acted  as  solicitors  for  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant. The  half-year's  interest  due  on  the  24th  of  December,  1848,  was  also  paid  by 
Messrs.  Iliggins  and  Chamberlain  on  the  21st  of  February,  184d.  These  pavments 
were  made  without  any  previous  authority  from,  or  subsequent  ratification  by,  the 
plaintiff.  On  the  29th  of  Aiarch,  1849,  the  defendant  distrained  the  plaintiff's  goods 
for  the  110/.  so  pjdd.  The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the 
payment  made  by  Messrs.  Higgins  &  Chamberlain  was  a  payment  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  an  advance  in  the  course  of  business  to  the  defendant,  adding  that  if  th^ 
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the  agent  was  a  loan  to  the  tenant.  If  it  was,  the  rent  has  been 
paid ;  but  if  it  is  an  advance  to  the  landlord,  there  has  been  no  pay- 
ment.  That  is  a  question  of  fact] 

The  tenant's  liability  has  been  altered  by  the  fact  of  the  bUl  having 
been  indorsed  over.  He  is  now  liable  to  two  persons.  The  rule  acted 
upon  in  iSkyring  v.  Greenwood^  4  B.  &  C.  281 ;  s.  c.  6  Dowl.  &  R. 
401  applies. 

[Parke,  B.  Davis  v.  Gyde^  2  Ad.  &  E.  623 ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Uep. 
(n.  s.)  K.  B.  84,  decides  that  the  taking  of  a  promissory  note  by  the 
landlord  does  not  of  itself  suspend  the  right  of  distress. 

Pollock,  C.  B.     We  will  see  my  brother  Maule  on  the  subject 

Parke,  B.  If  the  transaction  amounted  to  a  discounting  of  the 
bill  by  the  agent  on  account  of  the  tenant,  there  was  a  payment  to 
the  landlord ;  but  if  it  was  merely  an  advance  to  the  landlord  by 
his  agent,  it  was  not  a  payment] 

Our.  cub.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case,  which  was  a  case  tried  before  my 
brother  Maule,  the  judgment  of  the  court  was  suspended  with  a  view 
to  consult  my  learned  brother  Maule,  and  he  reports  that  he  was 
desired  to  leave  the  matter  to  the  jury  only  if  he  could  tell  them  they 
must  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintift  There  will,  therefore,  be  no  rule. 
The  case  of  Griffiths  v.  Chichester^  was  cited  on  the  argument,  where, 
I  think,  precisely  the  same  point  had  arisen,  and  had  been  decided  in 
this  court  The  merits,  therefore,  in  point  of  law  are  clearly  with 
the  defendant ;  but  if  any  thing  turns  on  the  view  the  learned  judge 
took,  he  reports  to  us  that  he  acted  just  as  he  was  desired  to  do,  and 
we  are  quite  satisfied  with  the  result 

Rule  refused. 

interest  had  been  paid,  the  rent  had  been  uaid.  The  jury  found  a  yerdict  for  the 
plaintiff  damages  10/.,  leave  being  reserrea  for  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  him, — 

Nov.  4,  1850.  WhcUeleymoYed  accordingly,  and  also  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ffround  of  misdirection. — First,  the  payment  ^interest  by  Messrs.  Hi^ns  &  Cham- 
berlain having  been  made  without  any  authority,  did  not,  in  point  of  law,  discharge 
the  debt  Secondly,  the  mortgage  deed  does  not,  upon  the  face  of  it,  identify  the  rent 
with  the  interest.  Under  such  a  form  of  deed,  the  plaintiff  is  liable  at  law  for  both 
interest  and  rent,  though  the  defendant  would  be  bound  to  account  in  equity.  If 
the  defendant  had  brought  an  action  of  covenant  for  the  rent,  it  would  have  been 
no  answer  that  the  interest  had  been  paid. 

Parke,  B.  The  covenant  is  that  the  plaintiff  would  pay  interest  "in  manner 
hereinafter  mentioned,"  that  means  by  way  of  rent.  The  only  question  was,  whether 
the  payment  was  made  on  behalf  of  the  jplaintiff  or  by  way  of  advance  to  the  de- 
fendant ;  and  as  to  that,  there  was  no  misdirection.  There  is,  therefore,  no  ground  for 
a  rule. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Aldebson,  B.,  concurred.  * 

Rule  refused. 
^  See  preceding  note. 
VOL.  XIV.  32 
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The  Attorney-General  v.  Lord  Henniker.* 

Febmaiy  7, 1S52. 

Legacy  Duty  —  Power  to  charge  Estate  with  Annual  Sum  in  Lieu  of 

Dower —  Purchase  —  Appointment. 

A  special  verdict  stated  that  J.  Major  Lord  H^  bj  hi*  will  directed  the  purchase  of  estates  in 
Suffolk  to  be  made  with  tlie  proceeds  of  his  estates  in  Essex.  The  will  contained  a  clause 
with  a  power  enabling  the  tenant  for  life,  who  should  be  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  estates 
to  direct  them  to  be  sold,  and  a  deed  of  settlement  to  be  made  of  them,  and  that  there 
shoald  be  inserted  therein  a  power  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  be  entitled  to  the  rents, 
and  should  have  power  to  chaise  such  estates  with  an  annual  sum  not  exceeding  one  third 
part  of  the  annual  value,  for  tne  benefit  of  any  woman  he  might  marry.  The  testator 
having  died,  was  succeeded  bv  his  son,  J.  Minet  Lord  H.,  who  chax^ged  the  Suffolk  estates 
with  the  payment  of  2,000/.,  free  of  taxes  and  other  deductions,  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife, 
for  her  life ;  the  said  sum  to  be  in  the  nature  of,  and  in  fall,  for  her  iointure,  and  to  be  in  bar, 
lieu,  and  satisfaction  of  and  for  her  dower  or  thirds,  &c.  The  will  then  provided  that,  in 
the  event  of  the  testator  not  being  authorised  to  chaige  the  estates  with  so  laige  a  sum  as 
2,000/.,  his  other  estates  should  be  liable  to  supply  the  deficiency.  The  defendant  was  in 
possession  of  the  estates,  and  was  the  heir  of  tne  second  testator,  J.  Minet  Lord  H.,  who 
was  the  surviving  trustee  of  the  first  testator.  No  deed  of  settlement  was  ever  execut- 
ed:— 

Held,  that  this  could  not  be  considered  am  a  purchase  of  the  dower  or  thirds,  but  was  an  ap- 
pointment of  the  legacy,  upon  condition ;  that  the  legacy  was  taken  as  a  gift  of  the  testa- 
tor, and  that  the  legacy  duty  was  payable  upon  the  interest  of  one  third  of  the  value  of  the 
rent  of  the  Suffolk  estates,  to  be  ascertained  on  the  death  of  the  testator. 

Qucere,  if  this  had  been  a  condition  annexed  to  the  legacy  bv  the  second  testator,  whether  the 
whole  of  the  money  received  by  the  legatee  would  nave  oeeo  a  legacy,  or  whether  a  part 
of  it  would  not  have  been  a  purchase  of  some  interest  that  might  reduce  the  duty  to  be 
paid  upon  the  legacy. 

This  was  an  information  against  the  defendant,  the  third  Lord 
Henniker,  for  the  non-payment  of  legacy  duty  upon  the  sum  of 
12,578/.,  that  sum  being  the  estimated  value  of  an  annuity  of  1,126/L 
135.  4d,y  in  respect  of  which  it  was  alleged  that  legacy  duty  was  pay- 
able. The  defendant  having  pleaded  the  general  issue,  a  special  ver- 
dict was  taken  by  consent,  which  stated  as  follows  :  — 

John  Henniker  Major  Baron  Henniker  made  his  will  on  the  26th 
of  May,  1821,  and  after  disposing  of  his  property  in  difTerent  ways 
by  the  bill,  gave  directions  as  to  the  purchase  of  estates  in  Suffolk, 
with  the  proceeds  of  the  estates  in  Essex  and  other  counties,  and  the 
will  contained  a  clause  with  a  power,  enabling  the  tenant  for  life  who 
should  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estates,  to  direct  the 
estate  to  be  sold,  and  a  deed  of  settlement  to  be  made  of  the  estates, 
and  that  there  should  be  inserted  in  that  settlement  a  power  that  the 
tenant  for  life  should  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate 
so  settled  by  deed  or  will  duly  executed,  and  should  have  power  to 
charge  all  or  any  part  of  such  estates  with  any  annual  sum  or  sums 
of  money,  not  exceeding  one  third  part  of  the  annual  value  thereof, 
unto  and  for  the  benefit  of  any  woman  or  women  with  whom  he  or 


^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  293;  7  Exchequer  Rep.  831. 
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they  might  respectively  happen  to  intermarry.  It  then  stated  the 
death  of  John  Henniker,  the  first  Lord  Henniker,  and  that  John  Mi- 
net  Henniker  Major  Baron  Henniker  afterwards  succeeded  to  that 
estate,  and  became  the  second  Lord  Henniker ;  and  that  he,  by  his 
will,  directed  the  property  in  question  to  be  charged  with  the  payment 
of  the  annual  sum  of  2,0002.  firee  and  clear  from  taxes,  and  without 
any  other  deduction  whatsoever,  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife,  Mary 
Lady  Henniker,  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life ;  the  said  yearly 
rent  or  annual  sum  of  2,000/.,  to  be  in  the  nature  of  and  in  full  for 
the  jointure  of  her,  the  said  John  Minet  Henniker's  said  wife,  and  to 
be  in  bar,  lieu,  and  satisfaction  of  and  for  her  dower  or  thirds  at  com- 
mon law,  or  by  or  on  account  of  custom,  free  bench,  or  widow's  part, 
which  she  could,  should,  or  otherwise  might  have,  or  claim  of,  in,  or 
out  of  the  freehold,  copyhold,  or  customary  manors,  messuages,  farms, 
lands,  tenements,  &c,  of  him,  the  said  John  Minet  Lord  Henniker.* 

The  will  then  proceeded  thus :  —  "In  case  he,  the  said  John  Minet 
Henniker  Major  Baron  Henniker,  was  not  authorized  and  empowered 
by  the  said  will  of  the  said  testator,  John  Henniker  Major  Baron  Hen- 
niker, to  charge  the  estates  thereby  devised  and  directed  to  be  pur- 
chased and  settled  respectively  as  aforesaid,  with  the  payment  of  so 
large  an  annual  sum  as  2,000/.,  by  way  of  jointure,  the  deficiency,  if 
any,  should  be  a  charge  upon,  and  the  said  John  Minet  Henniker 
Major  Baron  Henniker,  thereby  expressly  charged  and  made  liable, 
such  part  and  parts  of  certain  of  his  real  estates  and  hereditament.^, 
in  and  by  his  said  will  devised  as  should  not  be  sold  under  the  trusts 
in  his  said  will  contained  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  with  and  to  the 
payment  of  such  deficiency." 

The  special  verdict  then  stated  the  death  of  John  Minet  Lord  Hen- 
niker, and  the  entry  by  the  defendant,  who  was  the  heir  of  his  father, 
John  Minet  Lord  Henniker,  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits, 
that  Lady  Mary  Henniker  was  a  stranger  in  blood,  and  that  the  value 
of  the  estates,  or  the  rent  of  a  third  of  the  estates,  was  only  1,116/. 
13^.  4(2. ;  and  it  then  stated  a  calculation  in  case  there  should  be  a 
deduction  for  the  value  of  the  dower,  or  thirds,  or  free  bench  of  Lady 
Henniker.  No  deed  of  settlement  had  ever  been  executed.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  defendant  was  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
above  legacy  duty. 

The  case  was  argued  (Feb.  6,)  by  — 

W.  P.  Wood  (SolicUor-Oeneral)  on  behalf  of  the  crown.  The 
defendant  is  liable  to  the  payment  of  legacy  duty.  In  The  AU 
tomey  General  v.  Jackson^  2  Cr.  &  J.  101 ;  s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Kep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  21,  a  testator  gave  a  life  estate  in  his  freehold  property  to  Char- 
lotte T.,  and  after  her  decease,  and  in  the  event  of  her  husband  Joseph 
T.  surviving  her,  he  ^ve  him  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent-charge  of 
500/.,  payable  quarteny,  and  it  was  held  that  legacy  duty  was  paya- 
ble on  this  devise  to  Joseph  T.  Stow  v.  Davenportj  5  B.  &  Ad.  3S9, 
is  to  the  same  effect.  In  the  case  of  a  power  created  by  will  to 
charge  land  with  an  annuity,  the  appointee  takes  under  the  will  crea- 
ting the  power,  and  not  under  the  will  that  executes  the  power.     The 
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Attorney' General  v.  Pickard^  3  Mee.  &  W.  652 ;  8.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  188.  In  error,  6  Mee.  &  W.  348 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  Exch.  329.  ,  It  will  be  contended  on  the  other  side  that  here 
there  are  special  circumstances  which  distinguish  this  case  from  the 
authorities  on  the  point.  It  will  be  said  that  a  deed  of  settlement 
was  by  the  first  will  required  to  be  executed  and  was  not  executed, 
and  that  the  circumstance  prevents  Lady  Henniker  from  taking  under 
the  first  will.  But  that  argument  is  fallacious,  inasmuch  as  equity 
considers  that  thing  to  be  done  which  ought  to  be  dx)ne,  and,  there- 
fore, it  i^s  the  same  as  if  a  deed  had  been  executed.  Besides,  the 
second  will  operates  upon  the  property  in  that  deed  by  virtue  of  the 
power  created  by  the  first  will.  Secondly,  it  will  be  said  that  the  power 
was  not  well  executed,  because  more  was  given  than  the  first  will 
authorized.  But,  in  fact,  that  is  not  so,  and  if  it  were,  the  execution 
of  the  power  would  be  bad  so  far  only  as  related  to  the  excess.  2 
Sugd.  on  Powers,  68.  Thirdly,  there  is  no  force  in  the  argument  that 
other  property  is  charged  than  that  of  the  original  testator.  Fourthly, 
it  will  be  said  that  Lady  Henniker  took  as  a  purchaser,  having  given 
up  her  dower.  If,  indeed,  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  creditor,  no  duty 
attaches ;  but  if  a  legacy  is  given  by  a  father  to  a  creditor  of  his  son, 
duty  is  payable.  The  fact  of  a  condition  being  annexed  to  a  legacy 
does  not  prevent  the  duty  firom  attaching. 

Hoggins^  for  the  defendant.  This  case  is  distinguishable  firom 
The  Attorney 'General  v.  Pickard.  In  the  present  case  Lady  Henni* 
ker  took  as  purchaser;  in  TTie  Attorney- General  v.  Pickard^  there  was 
the  power  of  making  a  gift  to  any  one.  Here  the  power  is  confined 
to  the  making  a  gift  to  the  wife  of  the  donee  in  bar  of  dower.  Lady 
Henniker,  in  the  present  case,  would  have  taken  dower  out  of  the 
very  estate  which  was  charged  with  the  legacy.  She  took  as  purcha- 
ser for  a  valifable  consideration.  Blower  v.  Morrett,  2  Ves.  sen.  420, 
shows  that  where  a  legacy  is  given  to  a  wife  in  lieu  or  satisfaction  of 
dower,  she  is  not,  in  case  the  assets  should  prove  deficient,  to  abate  in 
proportion  with  the  other  legatees.  Lady  Henniker  did  not  take  as 
legatee  or  donee.  Heath  v.  Dendy^  1  Kuss.  543,  and  Davenhill  v. 
Fletcher i  Amb.  244,  are  also  in  point.  A  condition  is  attached  to  this 
legacy ;  but  suppose  the  condition  countervailed  the  value  of  the 
legacy,  would  it  be  a  gift  at  aU  ? 

[Parke,  B.  The  crown  would  be  entitled  to  duty  on  all  that 
amounts  to  a  legacy.  A  legacy  is  a  gift ;  the  question  is,  how  much 
of  this  legacy  is  a  gift  ?] 

This  is  the  case  of  a  purchase,  not  of  a  gift 

W,  P.  Wood  ( Solicitor- General),  in  reply.  This  is  a  gift  charged 
on  the  real  estate  of  the  testator,  and  is  not  the  less  a  gift  because  the 
party  taking  the  bequest  enters  into  a  bargain  for  the  benefit  of  the 
person  nominating.  Here  the  legatee  had  no  dower  in  the  testator's 
estate,  which  distinguishes  the  case  from  the  suggested  c^se  of  a  pur« 
chaser.     The  bargain  made  by  the  legatee  could  not  afiect  the  testa- 
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tor's  estate,  or  the  righ^  of  ttie  crown.     The  legatee  could  only  get 
this  property  as  a  gift  under  the  will  of  the  original  testator. 

Cm,  adv.  wit. 
On  the  following  day — 

Parke,  B.  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court  ^  This  was  a  spe- 
cial verdict  which  was  argued  before  us  yesterday,  and  we  took  time 
and  have  considered  the  case,  and  are  of  opinion  that  our  judgment 
ought  to  be  in  favor  of  the  crown. 

[His  lordship  stated  the  substance  of  the  special  verdict  as  above 
set  out,  ajid  proceeded.] 

In  .the  course  of  the  argument,  the  points  in  dispute  between  the 
parties  were  ultimately  reduced  to  one  single  point.  It  is  perfectly 
clear,  in  the  first  place,  and,  indeed,  it  was  not  denied  by  Mr.  Hoggins, 
who,  on  behalf  of  Lord  Henniker,  was  desirous  that  the  case  should 
be  taken  on  the  merits,  that  though  no  deed  was  executed,  there  was 
an  equitable  power  to  charge  the  estates  with  an  annuity.  The  case, 
therefore,  falls  within  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the 
case  of  The  Attorney-  General  v.  Pickard, 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  present  Lord  Henni- 
ker, either  as  the  heir  of  his  father,  who  was  the  surviving  trustee,  or 
as  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  was  the  person  who,  by  the  act  of 
parliament,  was  bound  to  pay  duty,*either  as  trustee  or  as  the  person 
in  possession. 

In  the  next  place,  it  is  clear  that  after  the  decision  of  The  Attorney' 
General  v.  Pickard^  this  case  may  be  considered  precisely  in  the  same 
way  as  if,  instead  of  an  annuity  charged  upon  the  lands,  there  had 
been  a  bequest  of  a  sum  in  gross,  say  1,000/.,  to  be  appointed,  if  the 
second  Lord  Henniker  died  before,  to  his  wife.  Then  the  only  ques- 
tion in  the  case  is,  whether  there  had  been  such  an  appointment  to  the 
wife  as,  by  virtue  of  that  appointment,  to  make  her  a  recipient  of  the 
legacy.  "  There  was  a  little  doubt  in  the  course  of  the  argument  —  a 
doubt  which  was  removed  from  the  minds  of  all  the  court  by  the 
reply  of  the  Solicitor-General.  The  case,  therefcnre,  becomes  this :  a 
power  is  given  by  the  will  of  the  first  Lord  Henniker  to  the  second 
Lord  Henniker,  to  appoint  the  2,000/.  to  his  wife,  if  he  thinks  fit,  and 
he  is  to  appoint  it  to  his  wife,  and,  by  the  same  instrument  by  which 
he  appoints,  he  imposes  on  her  the  condition  of  relinquishing  the 
dower  or  thirds,  and  free  bench  of  all  the  copyhold  estates.  The 
question  is,  whether  that  can  be  considered  as  a  purchase  of  the  dower 
or  thirds,  and  free  bench,  so  as  to  be  treated  as  a  purchase  in  fact,  or 
whether  it  is  a  condition  on  the  receipt  of  the  legacy,  which  condition 
she  accepts,  and  makes  no  conveyance,  but  is  still  the  recipient  of 
the  legacy. 

Now,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  this  is  nothing  more  than  an  ap- 
pointment of  the  legacy  upon  a  condition.  The  wife  knows  by 
the  instrument  by  which  the  legacy  is  appointed,  that  it  is  a  legacy, 


^  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Fabks,  B.,  Flatt,  B.,  and  Mabtik,  B. 
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and  if  she  takes  it,  she  takes  it  as  a  gift  of  the  testator ;  and  no 
matter  whether  the  person  who  exercises  the  power  of  appointment 
annexes  a  condition  to  the  gift  or  not,  still  it  is  the  gift  of  the 
testator,  and  is  taken  &om  the  testator ;  therefore  it  becomes  liable  to 
the  legacy  duty.  There  were  some  points  raised  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  of  a  nice  character,  which  might  have  raised  some  ques- 
tion if  this  had  been  a  condition  annexed  to  the  legacy  by  the  testa- 
tor himself;  then  there  would  have  been  a  question  whether  the  whole 
of  the  money  so  received  by  the  legatee  was  a  legacy,  or  whether  a 
part  of  it  was  not  a  purchase  of  some  interest  ths^t  might  possibly 
reduce  the  duty  to  be  paid  upon  the  legacy,  and  so  the  difference  in 
value  between  the  legacy  and  the  estate  given  up  ia  consideration  of 
it.  It  may  be  so ;  that  is  a  point  that  may  be  setHed  hereafter^  if  it 
becomes  necessary.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  that  point  does  not  arise 
h^re,  because  this  is  just  a  case  in  which  there  is  no  condition  an- 
nexed by  the  testator ;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference  in  this  case 
whether  the  legatee  is  liable  to  pay  legacy  duty  or  not.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  statement  of  the  case  to  show  this. 

If  the  question  was  hereafter  to  arise  between  Lord  and  Lady  Hen- 
niker,  on  an  endeavor  to  recover  bax^k  the  money,  the  former  was 
compelled  to  pay  as  legacy  duty,  it  may  be  material  to  consider 
whether  or  not  the  legacy  duty  was  to  be  paid  by  the  legatee,  or  out 
of  the  estate ;  but  no  question  arises  about  that  matter  here.  The 
lease  is  precisely  the  same  as  the^ne  I  have  already  stated;  it  comes 
to  that  simple  case,  and  in  that  simple  case  the  court  is  of  opinion 
that  .the  person  taking  the  legacy  takes  it  only  by  the  gift  of  the  tes- 
tator, and,  consequently,  must  pay  the  legacy  duty.  It  is  the  second 
will  which  creates  the  liability  to  the  duty. 

The  legacy  duty  will  have  to  be  paid  upon  the  interest  of  one  third 
*  of  the  vaiae  of  the  rent  of  the  Suffolk  estates  at  the  time  of  the 
appointment ;  consequently  when  the  will  took  effect  on  \he  death  of 
the  second  Lord  Henniker,  the  value  of  the  estate  was  to  be  deter- 
mined,  and  the  duty  is  to  be  paid  on  one  third  of  the  annua)  receipts 
of  the  Suffolk  estates. 

Judgment  far  the  croum. 


Horton  v.  The  Westminster  Improvement  Commissioners.^ 

June  2, 1852. 

Estopel —  Fraud  on  third  Parties  —  Public  Commissioners  —  Power 

to  borrow  Monet/. 

The  Westminster  Improyement  Cominissioiiers  ^rere  anthorizod  by  seyeral  acta  of  parlia- 
ment to  borrow  sacb  snms  of  money  as  they  should  think  necessary  for  the  pnrposes  of 
the  act,  and  to  give  bonds  for  the  same,  and  which  bonds  were  assignable,    hi  an  action 

1  21  JjKwJ.  Bep.  (h.  s.)  Ezdi.  297;  7  Exchequer  Bep.  780. 


COU^T  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852.  379 

Horton  v.  The  Westminster  ImproTement  Commissioneiv. 

bj  the  plaintiff,  M  transferee  of  one  of  sach  bonds,  the  condition  of  which  recited  that  the 
defendants  had,  in  pnrsoance  of  the  said  acts,  borrowed  of  one  T.  P.  5,000/.,  for  enabling 
them  to  carrj  the  said  acts  into  execution,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  they  did  not  bor- 
row the  said  sun  of  the  said  T.  F^  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  acts, 
and  that  they  were  not  authorized  to  make  the  said  bond,  and  that  the  same  was  made 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  acts,  of  which  the  said  T.  P.  and  the  plaintiff  had  no- 
tice at  the  time  the  bond  was  made  and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff:  — 

Hddy  upon  general  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad. 

The  defendants  also  pleaded,  that  at  and  before  the  bond  was  made,  certain  persons,  namely, 
C.  M.  and  W.  M^  were  entided  to  receive  from  the  defendants,  certain  bonds ;  that  tlie 
said  T.  P.  and  others  conspired  fraudulently  to  procure  for  T.  P.  one  of  the  said  bonds  to 
which  the  said  C.  M.  and  w.  M.  were  entitled,  and  that  by  means  of  such  conspiracy  and 
fraud  ^ey  procured  the  said  C.  M.  ax^l  W.  M.  to  authorize  the  defendants  to  give  to  the  said 
T.  P.  one  of  diie  said  bonds  they  were  so  entitled  to ;  and  that  the  bond  sued  upon,  was 
thereupon  given  to  T.  P.  bv  the  defendants,  and  that  they  the  defendants,  had  never  bor- 
rowed any  sum  of  money  from  the  said  T.  P.,  of  all  which  premises  the  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  the  transfer  to  him  of  the  said  bond  had  notice :  — 

Heidi  bad  on  general  demurrer,  because  the  defendants  could  not  set  up  as  a  defence  the 
fraud  that  had  been  committed  upon  C.  M.  and  W.  M.,  by  whose  directions  they  had,  in 
pursuance  of  their  contiact  with  tnem,  given  the  bond  to  T.  P. 

Debt.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants,  by  their  bond, 
sealed  with  their  common  seal,  acknowledged  that  they,  by  virtue  of 
the  Westminster  Improvement  Act,  1845,  and  the  Westminster  Im» 
p]:ovement  Act,  1847,  were  bound  to  Thomas  Pooley  in  the  sum  of 
lOjOOOZ.,  subject  to  a  condition  thereunder  stated,  whereby  after  recit- 
ing to  the  effect  following,  to  wit,  that  by  virtue  of  the  said  acts,  the 
defendants  were  authorized  to  borrow  any  sum  of  money  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  said  acts,  and  to  secure  the  same  by  their  bonds,  and 
that  the  defendants  in  pursuance  of  the  said  acts  had  borrowed  of 
the  said  Thomas  Pooley  the  sum  of  5,000/.  for  enabling  them  to  cavy 
the  said  acts  into  execution,  the  condition  of  the  said  bond  was  de- 
clared to  be  that  if  the  defendants  or  their  successors  should,  on  the 
3d  of  June,  1854,  pay  to  the  said  Thomas  Pooley,  his  executors,  &c., 
the  sum  of  5,0004)  with  interest  at  51.  per  cent,  then  the  bond  should 
be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force ;  and  to  the  condition  was 
annexed  a  proviso  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  defendants,  their 
successors,  or  assigns,  giving  three  months'  notice  to  the  said  Thomas 
Pooley  of  their  intention  so  to  do,  to  pay  off  the'  said  principal  sum. 
It  was  then  averred  that  the  bond  was  duly  transferred  from  Thomas 
Pooley  to  the  plaintiff.  Breach,  that  although  1232.  was  due  for  in- 
terest, which  was  duly  demanded  by  the  plaintiff,  yet  the  same  had 
not  been  paid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  bond,  by  reason  whereof 
the  bond  become  forfeited. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  seventhly, "  That  they  did  not,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  acts  of  parliament  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned, 
bonow  of  the  said  T.  Pooley  the  said  sum  of  5,000t  or  any  part  there- 
of, for  enabling  them  to  carry  the  purposes  of  the  said  acts,  orvtny, 
or  either  of  them,  into  execution,  nor  was  the  same  lent  or  advanced 
by  th^  said  T.  Pooley  or  any  other  person,  for  those  purposes ;  and 
they  further  say,  that  the  said  writing  obligatory  was  not  made  by  the 
s^d  defendants  for  securing  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money  bor- 
r^ed  or  taken  up  by  any  of  the  defendants  for  the  purposes  of  and 
under  the  powers  and  provisions  of  the  said  acts,  or  of  any  or  eithef 
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of  them ;  and  the  defendants  were  not  by  virtae  of  the  said  acts,  or 
any  or  either  of  them,  directed,  authorized  or  empowered  to  make  the 
said  writing  obligatory,  nor  was  the  same  made  by  them  under  or  by 
virtue,  or  in  pursuance  of  the  said  acts,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  and 
the  same  was  made  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  those  acts,  of  which 
said  several  premises  the  said  T.  Pooley,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  had  notice.  And  the  de- 
fendants further  say,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  deed,  and  when  the  said  writing  obligatory  was 
transferred  to  him,  and  when  he  first  became  the  toinsferee  of  the 
same,  had  notice  of  the  premises  aforesaid.     Verification. 

The  defendants  also  pleaded,  eighthly,  <'  That  before  the  making  of 
the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord,  1851,  one  C.  Morrison  and  one  W.  Mackenzie,  were 
subject  to  certain  terms  and  conditions,  entitled  to  receive  from  the 
defendants  certain  bonds,  to  be  thereafter  issued,  and  made,  and  seal- 
ed by  the  defendants,  under  their  common  seal,  and  to  be  conditioned 
respectively  for  the  payment  by  the  defendants  or  their  successors  to 
the  obligees  to  be  named  in  such  bonds,  at  the  end  of  three  years 
from  the  dates  of  such  bonds,  of  divers  sums  of  money,  amounting  in 
the  whole  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  20,000/,,  with  interest  on 
such  sums  respectively,  payable  half  yearly.  And  the  defendants 
further  say,  that  the  said  T.  Pooley  and  one  A.  G.  Pooley,  and  divers 
other  persons  whose  names  sire  to  the  defendants  unknown,  after- 
wards and  before  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  of  the  making  of  the  said  bonds  which 
the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  are  so  entitled  to  as  afore- 
said, or  any  or  either  of  them,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  of  May,  A.  D.  1851, 
did  conspire,  combine,  confederate,  and  agree  together  to  obtain  and 
acquire  to  the  use  of  the  said  T.  Pooley  the  said  bond  to  which  the 
said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  were  so  entitled  as  aforesaid, 
and  of  the  moneys  to  be  payable  thereby,  and  to  cheat  and  defraud 
the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  thereof.  And  for  that  pur- 
pose they,  the  said  T.  Pooley  and  A.  G.  Pooley  did,  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  conspiracy,  afterwards,  and  before  the  making  of  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  and  of  the  said  bonds,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  to 
wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  by  fraud  and  covin,  then 
made  and  practised  by  them  upon  the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mac- 
kenzie induce,  and  persuade,  and  cause,  and  procure  the  said  C.  Mor- 
rison and  W.  Mackenzie  to  contract  and  agree  with  the  said  T.  Pooley, 
amongst  other  things,  that  the  said  T.  Pooley  should  have,  and  that 
the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  should  cause  to  be  delivered 
to  the  said  T.  Pooley,  the  said  bonds  of  the  said  defendants,  to  which 
the^aid  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  were  so  entitled  as  aforesaid. 
And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said  T.  Pooley  and  A.  G, 
Pooley,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  and  by  mq/Bins  of 
the  said  fraud  and  covin,  and  before  the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W. 
Mackenzie,  and  the  defendants,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  had  discover- 
ed the  same,  or  had  any  notice  or  knowledge  thereof,  did  afterwaras, 
to  wit,  on  the  3d  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1851,  cause  and  procure  the  said 
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C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  to  request  and  direct  the  defendants 
to  make  and  deliver,  and  cause  and  procure  them  to  make  and  de- 
liver the  said  bonds  to  which  the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Macken- 
zie were  so  entitled  as  aforesaid,  and  amongst  others,  the  said  writing 
obligatory  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  to  make  and  deliver  the 
same  to  the  said  T.  Pooley  as  the  obligee  thereof  in  the  lieu  and  stead 
of  the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie,  as  the  obligees  thereof. 
And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said  T.  Pooley  and  A.  G. 
Pooley  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  conspiracy,  and  by  means  of 
the  said  fraud  and  covin,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  cause  and  procure  the  defendants  to  make  and  deliver, 
and  they  did  make  and  deliver  the  said  writing  obligatory  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  as,  and  for,' and  being  one  of  the  said  bonds 
to  which  the  said  C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  were  so  entitled  as 
aforesaid  ;  and  the  defendants  say,  that  they  so  made  and  delivered 
the  same,  as  and  for  one  of  tife  said  bonds  to  which  the  said  0.  Mor- 
rison and  W.  Mackenzie  were  so  entitled  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said 
T.  Pooley  took  and  received  the  same  as  and  for  one  of  such  bonds ; 
and  they  further  say,  that  they  never  did  at  any  time  borrow  of  the 
said  T.  Pooley,  nor  did  he  lend  to  them  the  said  sum  of  5,000/.,  or 
any  part  thereof,  as  in  the  condition  of  the  said  writing  obligatory  is 
recited.  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  plaintiff,  before  and 
at  the  time  of  the  said  transfer  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  had  no- 
tice of  the  premises.  And  the  defendants  further  say,  that  the  said 
C.  Morrison  and  W.  Mackenzie  afterwards,  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit,  to  wit,'  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1852,  gave 
the  defendants  notice,  and  required  them  not  to  pay,  and  forbade 
them,  and  still  forbid  them  paying  the  said  moneys  by  the  said  writ- 
ing obligatory  so  payable  as  aforesaid.     Verification. 

To  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Willes  ( Garth  with  him),  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  seventh 
plea  is  bad,  for  the  bond  was  given  by  the  commissioners  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  discretion,  and  for  money  borrowed  by  them  as  commis- 
sioners under  the  several  acts  authorizing  them,  under  which  they  are 
constituted,  namely,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  178,  and  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  111. 
The  section  empowering  them  to  borrow  money  is  the  37th  of  the 
first-mentioned  act,  which  provides  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
commissioners,  from  time  to  time,  to  borrow  at  interest,  any  sum  of 
money  which  they  shall  judge  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  act;" 
and  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  131,  provides,  "  and  for  securing  the  repay- 
ment of  the  moneys  so  borrowed,  with  interest,  the  commissioners,  or 
any  three  of  them,  may  mortgage  the  lands  or  funds  acquired,  or  to 
be  acquired,  by  virtue  .of  this  act,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  person 
who  shall  advance  or  lend  such  money,  or  his  trustee,  as  a  security 
for  the  repayment  of  the  moneys  so  to  be  borrowed,  together  with 
interest  for  the  same,  or  may  secure  the  same  by  bond  (fuly  stamped." 
The  plea  admits  that  the  money  was  borrowed  by  the  commis- 
sioners, and  if  they  thought  the  loan  necessary,  the  purposes  to  which 


382  COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852. 

Horton  v.  The  WestminBtier  Impioycment  Commissioners. 

they  applied  it  cannot  affect  the  legal  rights  of  the  obligees,  who  are 
not  required  to  ascertain  either  the  necessity  for  the  loan,  or  the  appli- 
plication  of  the  money.  The  doctrine  that  trustees  for  public  par- 
poses  are  not  estopped  from  disputing  the  validity  of  their  deeds 
is  limited  by  the  more  recent  authorities  to  those  cases  where  the 
parties  with  whom  they  have  dealt  were,  in  fact,  or  in  point  of  law, 
held  to  be  acquainted  with  the  violation  of  the  public  statute.  Fair- 
title  V.  Gilbert^  2  Term  Rep.  169 ;  Doe  d.  Levy  v.  Hbrney  3  Q.  B.  Rep. 
767;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  72;  3%c  Queen  v.  White, 
4  Ibid.  101 ;  s.  o.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  31 ;  1  Taylor  on  Evi- 
dence, 82.  Then,  the  eighth  plea  is  also  bad.  It  admits  that  Mor- 
rison and  Mackenzie  were  entitled  to  receive  from  the  defendants  cer- 
tain bonds,  and  that  they  directed  the  defendants  to  give  one  of  them 
to  Pooley,  from  whom  the  plaintiff  claims  as  transferee.  No  fraud 
whatever  was  practised  upon  the  defendants,  although  Pooley  may 
have  become  trustee  iir  equity  for  Morrison  and  Mackenzie,  and  the 
plaintiff,  if  fixed  with  notice  of  the  transaction,  may  also  be  liable  in 
equity.  Fraud,  to  constitute  a  defence,  must  have  been  practised  on 
the  person  promising.  Campbell  v.  Fleming'^  1  Ad.  &  E.  40 ;  s.  c.  3 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  K.  B.  136.  The  defendants  have,  so  far  as  this 
bond  is  concerned,  performed  their  contract  with  Morrison  and  Mac- 
kenzie, and  no  other  bond  could  be  claimed  from  them  if  this  defence 
were  to  be  held  good.  The  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  against  the  de- 
fendants is  unimpeachable.  He  cited  also  Gorgier  v.  Mievillej  3  B. 
&  C.  45 ;  s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  206. 

BramweU^  {Honyman  with  him,)  in  support  of  the  pleas.  The  eighth 
plea  is  good,  because  it  avers  the  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  the  fraud 
by  the  Pooleys  before  he  acquired  any  title  to  the  bond,  so  that  he 
is  affected  with  the  illegality  of  their  proceedings.  The  apparent 
right  of  action  was  obtained  by  an  illegal  conspiracy,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  principle,  "  Ez  dolo  malo  non  oritur  actxo^^  the  whole 
transaction  is  void.  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  671,  Pidcock  v.  Bishop^ 
3  B.  &  C.  605 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  109 ;  Jackson  v.  Duchairey 
3  Term  Rep.  551 ;  Fivaz  v.  MchollSy  2  Com.  B.  Rep.  501 ;  s.  c.  15 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  125 ;  Holman  v.  Johnson^  Cowp.  341 ;  Wright 
V.  Tallis,  1  Com.  B.  Rep.  893 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  283 ; 
Hardman  v.  Willockj  9  Bing.  382 ;  and  Cannon  v.  Bryce^  3  B.  &  Aid. 
179.  This  case  is  similar  to  obtaining  possession  of  a  chattel  by 
fraud,  which  clearly  would  give  no  property.  The  seventh  plea  is 
also  good.  If  the  commissioners  really  exceeded  their  powers,  they 
are  not  estopped  from  setting  up  that  defence.  The  question  is  not 
what  they  have  done,  but  what  they  have  done  in  their  capacity  as 
commissioners,  which  is  to  be  determined  by  the  extent  of  their  powers. 
The  principle  was  fully  recognized  in  the  repent  case  of  The  East 
Anglian  Railway  Company  \.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railways  Company^ 
21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  23 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  505,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  a  railway  company  was  not  bound  by  a  covenant  entered  into  by 
them  to  take  a  lease  of  another  railway,  and  pay  certain  costs,  because 
those  were  not  among  the  specified  purposes  for  which  they  were  in- 
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corporated,  although  the  object  of  the  covenant  might  be  very  bene- 
ficial to  them.  The  object  not  being  within  their  powers  were  alto- 
gether illegal.  In  Oa^e  v.  The  Newmarket  Railway  Coritpanyj  21 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  398 ;  s.  c.  Ante  67,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  took  a  similar  view  as  to  a  contract  by  a  company  to  pay  for 
certain  land  whether  taken  or  not.  In  ttie  present  instance,  the  com- 
missioners were  trustees  for  public  purposes,  and  not  for  profit ;  and 
the  application  of  the  moneys  borrowed  is  specially  pointed  out.  He 
referred  to  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  178,  ss.  3,  45, 110,  and  112.  Trustees 
with  limited  ppwers  must  strictly  observe  those  powers.  Doe  d. 
Chandler  v.  FordL^  3  Ad.  &  E.  549 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  K.  B. 
25.  There  is  no  estoppel,  because  the  object  of  the  plea  is  to  show 
that  the  act  is  illegal.  Collins  v.  Blantem^  2  Wils.  341,  and  Paxton  v. 
Popham^  9  East,  408.  Then,  the  plea  sufficiently  shows  the  illega- 
lity, for  it  negatives  the  only  purpose  for  which  money  is  authorized 
to  be  borrowed  by  the  37th  section. 

[Martin,  B.  Suppose  the  act  had  been  obtained  with  a  fraudulent 
purpose,  and  the  commissioners  had  afterwards  borrowed  the  money, 
would  their  bond  be  void  ?  It  is  not  alleged  in  the  plea  that  Pooley, 
at  the  time  of  lending  the  money,  knew  that  it  was  not  to  be  used  for 
the  purposes  of  the  act,  but  for  other  and  illegal  purposes.] 

That  sufficiently  appears  on  general  demurrer.  But  even  if  the 
money  had  been  oroperly  borrowed,  the  commissioners  had  no  right 
to  make  a  bond  to  another  person  absolutely,  although  they  might  do 
so  to  him  as  trustee  for  the  lender. 

WilleSj  in  reply.  The  allegation  of  fraud  in  the  eighth  plea  does 
not  give  any  right  to  the  defendants.  They  were  not  defrauded  in 
any  way,  and  payment  to  Pooley  or  his  transferee  would  be  a.  good 
defence  against  Morrison  and  Mackenzie.  They  cannot  set  up  a 
fraud  upon  third  persons  as  justification  for  their  own  breach  of  con- 
tract. Cary  v.  Kearsley^  4  Elsp.  168 ;  Taylor  v.  Croker^  Ibid.  187 ; 
Smith  V.  Cuff^  6  M.  &  S.  160 ;  and  M^Kinnell  v.  Robinson^  3  Mee.  & 
W.  434 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  149.  As  to  the  seventh 
plea,  Hill  v.  TVie  Proprietors  of  the  Manchester  and  Salford  Water- 
works^ 2  B.  &  Ad.  644 ;  s.  c.  1  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  K.  fi.  230,  is  deci- 
sive. There  a  company,  authorized  by  act  of  parliament  to  raise 
money  for  certain  purposes,  gave  a  bond  purporting  to  be  for  a  sum 
borrowed  and  advanced  conformably  to  the  act,  and  a  plea  that  it 
was  executed  colorably,  and  that  the  money  wq,s  not  in  fact  borrowed 
or  lent  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute,  as  the  obligee  well  knew,  was 
held  bad,  no  fraud  or  injury  done  to  the  shareholders  in  the  company 
being  shown.  He  referred  also  to  Doe  d.  Jones  v.  JoneSy  6  Exch.  Rep. 
16 ;  s.  0. 19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  284. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment.  Neither  of  the  pleas  demurred  to  presents  a  legal 
answer  to  the  claim.  The  bond  was  properly  executed  and  properly 
transferred.  Then,  one  plea  says  that  the  bond  was  procured  by  the 
fraud  of  the  Pooleys,  and  the  other  that  the  defendants  had  no  power 
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to  give  this  bond,  and  that  they  are,  therefore,  not  bound  by  it  In  the 
first  place,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  commissioners  did  not  borrow 
the  money  thinking  it  right  and  necessary  at  the  time,  which  would 
be  quite  sufficient  to  make  the  transaction  valid.  As  to  the  defence 
of  fraud,  I  think  the  defendants  cannot  set  up  fraud  practised  on 
other  parties  and  not  upon  themselves.  The  contract  is  good  on  its 
face,  and  the  commissioners  were  bound  to  give  the  bond  to  some 
one.  It  is  said  that  they  were  induced  to  give  it  to  the  wrong  parties, 
but  this  was  done  by  the  authority  of  the  parties  entitled  to  the  bond. 
The  rights  of  the  parties  must  be  settled  in  equity.     • 

Alderson,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both  points.  The 
defendants  cannot  set  up  any  fraud  practised  on  Morrison  and  Mac- 
kenzie, who  had  no  legal  title  to  the  bond  after  they  had  authorized 
the  defendants  to  give  it  to  Pooley.  It  may  be  voidable  in  equity,  or 
Pooley  may  have  been  a  trustee  for  Morrison  and  Mackenzie,  but  it 
is  no  defence  against  the  holder  of  the  bond. 

Platt,  B.  The  seventh  plea  is  bad  on  general  demurrer.  It  states 
that  the  money  was  not  borrowed  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  but  it 
does  not  deny  that  "  the  commissioners  judged  it  necessary  for  the  par- 
poses  of  the  act,"  and  that  is  the  description  of  the  power  to  borrow 
mentioned  in  the  act  As  to  the  eighth  plea,  the  J)ond  is  not  void  as 
between  Pooley  and  the  defendants.  The  nomination  of  Pooley  was 
valid  when  given  and  acted  upon  by  the  defendants,  and  is  the  bond 
to  remain  unpaid  because  there  was  a  conspiracy  between  other 
parties  ?  If  Morrison  and  Mackenzie  had  sued,  the  defendants  would 
have  said  they  had  given  the  bond  to  Pooley  pursuant  to  their  direc- 
tion, and  now,  when  the  bond  is  sued  upon,  this  fraud  is  set  up.  The 
remedy  is  in  equity,  and  in  equity  only. 

Martin,  B.  Both  the  pleas  are  clearly  bad.  The  deed  states  that 
the  money  was  borrowed  for  the  purposes  of  the  acts,  and  the  plea 
denies  that  which  is  thus  stated  in  the  deed.  It  is  contended  that 
the  law  of  estoppel  does  not  apply.  But  an  estoppel,  as  between 
the  parties  to  the  bond  is,  that  for  that  transaction  there  is  an  end  to 
the  inquiry.  [His  lordship  referred  to  Bonner  v.  Wilkinson,  5  B.  & 
Aid.  682.]  The  rule  is  not  indeed  applicable  if  the  facts  alleged  are 
intended  to  cover  illegality  by  false  averments ;  but  that  is  not  the 
case  in  this  instance,  and  I  think  that  there  is  an  estoppel  as  to  all 
the  facts  recited,  unless  it  has  been  done  for  a  distinct  illegal  purpose. 
The  plea  is  substantially  the  same  as  in  Hill  v.  Hie  Proprietors  of 
the  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks,  and  I  think  that  decision  is 
good  law.  As  to  the  eighth  plea,  it  carefully  avoids  alleging  any  fraud 
upon  the  defendants.  It  is  only  that  by  means  of  fraud  oir  Morrison 
and  Mackenzie,  who  were  entitled  to  the  bond,  it  was  obtained  by 
Pooley.     That  is  no  defence  to  this  action. 

Judgment  for  the  plmnHff. 
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Practice —  Several  Pleas —  Traverse  of  Excuse  for  Profert. 

A  traverse  of  excuse  for  profert  may  be  pleaded  with  other  pleas  in  bar. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the 
defendant  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  plead  the  several  matters  follow- 
ing; first,  non  est  factum;  secondly,  a  traverse  of  the  deed  being  in  the 
defendant's  possession;  thirdly,  payment  by  the  defendant;  fourthly, 
cancellation  of  the  deed  by  the  plaintiff. 

The  action  was  in  covenant  on  a  mortgage  deed,  the  declaration 
alleging  as  an  excuse  for  profert  that  the  deed  was  in  the  possession 
of  the  defendant  The  second  plea  had  been  disallowed  by  a  judge 
at  chambers. 

Milward  showed  cause.  The  second  plea  has  been  disallowed  at 
chambers,  and  the  court  will  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the 
judge. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  The  granting  6r  refusing  oyer  is  not  matter  of 
discretion ;  if  the  court  is  wrong  a  writ  of  error  maj*  be  brought] 

The  second  plea  is  inconsistent  with  the  plea  of  cancellation,  since, 
if  the  latter  plea  be  true,  the  defendant  would  be  in  possession  of  the 
deed. 

[Martin,  B.  If  the  second  plea  is  not  allowed,  the  statement  on 
the  record  that  the  deed  was  in  the  defendajit's  possession  would 
remain  uncontradicted.  According  to  my  experience,  the  plea  has 
always  been  allowed.] 

It  is  contrary  to  principle  to  allow  a  plea  which  goes  only  to  the 
suspension  of  the  action  to  be  pleaded  with  a  plea  in  bar.  This  is, 
in  effect,  a  plea  in  abatement 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  The  reason  why  a  plea  in  abatement  cannot  be 
pleaded  with  a  plea  in  bar  is  merely  technical.  Why  should  not 
these  pleas  be  allowed  as  well  as  any  other  two  pleas  which  are  incon- 
sistent, such  as  payment  and  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ?  Why 
should  not  the  defendant  go  to  frial  and  succeed  on  other  pleas, 
although  he  may  fail  on  this  ?] 

WiUes,  in  support  of  the  rule,  cited  and  referred  to  Read  v.  Brook- 
marly  3  Term  Rep.  161,  Com.  Dig.  "  Pleader,"  O,  1,  Co.  Litt  226 ; 
Beckford  v.  Jackson^  1  Esp.  337,  and  Smith  v.  Woodward^  4  East,  586. 

Per  Curiam,^    The  rule  must  be  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 


^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  b.)  Exch.  SOl. 

3  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Albebsok,  B.,  Flatt,  B.,  and  Mabtzn,  B. 
VOL.  XIV.  33 
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Jane  26, 1852. 

Joint-stock  Company —  Shareholder^  who  is — 7  ilj*  8  Vict  c.  110,  s.  26. 

The  defendant  applied  for,  and  obtained,  shares  in  a  projected  company,  the  capital  of  which 
was  to  consist  of  500,000/.  in  50,000  shares,  and  paid  the  deposits  thereon.  The  company 
was  completely  registered  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  and  the  defendant's  name  was  en- 
tered as  a  shareholder  in  the  register  of  shareholders  and  in  the  schcdale  to  the  deed  of 
settlement,  bnt  he  never  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  or  any  deed  referring  to  it.  The 
fall  amount  of  capital  nerer  was  subscribed,  but  the  company  began  busineaa  with  less  ; 
but  not  succeeding,  a  private  act  of  parliament  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
the  conceiTi.  This  act  recited  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  the  facts  as  to  the  deficiency  in 
the  subscribed  capital,  and  authorized  the  directors  to  make  calls  upon  the  shareholders 
and  bring  actions  to  recover  such  calls,  and  enacted  that  in  such  actions  it  should  be  suffi- 
cient to  prove  that  the  defendant  was  a  holder  of  shares  at  the  time  of  the  call,  and  that 
the  production  of  the  register  of  the  shareholders  of  the  company  should  be  primA  facie 
evidence  of  the  number  of  shares  held  by  him.  It  also  enacted,  that  except  as  otherwiae 
provided  by  the  act,  every  such  call  should  be  made  according  to  the  deed  of  settlement, 
and  as  regarded  the  liabilities  of  the  shareholders,  the  forfeiture  of  shares,  and  otherwise, 
should  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  under  such  provisions ;  and  also  that  nothing  in  the 
act  contained,  except  as  therein  expresslv  enacted,  should  render  any  shareholder  or  other 
person  liable  to  the  company,  if  such  shareholder  or  other  person  would  not  have  been 
liable  thereto  if  the  act  had  not  passed  :  — 

Heldf  in  an  action  for  a  call  under  the  private  act,  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  as  a 
shareholder  or  otherwise,  as  he  had  not  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  or  any  deed  refer- 
ring thereto,  and  th^  private  act  only  extended  to  such  shareholders :  — 

Ileldy  also,  that  even  had  the  private  act  extended  to  persons  who  had  agreed  to  take  shares, 
he  would  not  have  been  liable,  as  the  acceptance  of  the  shares  was  conditional  upon  the 
full  capital  being  subscribed,  and  this  condition  had  not  been  performed  or  waived. 

Debt  for  a  call  of  21.  per  share  on  100  shares,  with  interest  from 
the  18th  of  August,  1648,  held  by  the  defendant  in  the  Galvanized 
Iron  Company. 

Plea,  that  the  defendant  was  not  the  holder  of  the  shares  at  the 
time  of  the  call  made.     Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas 
term  1851,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  accepted  and  paid  the 
deposit  on  100  shares  in  the  Galvanized  Iron  Company,  the  capital 
of  which  was  to  consist  of  500,000/.  in  50,000  shares.  He,  however, 
never  signed  the  deed  of  settlement  or  any  other  deed  referring  to  it, 
but  his  name  was  duly  entered  in  the  register  of  shareholders,  and 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  deed  of  settlement  as  the  holder  of 
the  shares.  Several  calls  were  made,  but  the  defendant  paid  none  of 
them,  and  took  no  part  in  the  affairs  of  the  company.  In  1848  the 
company  became  embarrassed,  and  on  the  22d  of  July  in  that  year, 
an  act  passed  (11  &  12  Vict,  c.  103)  to  enable  the  directors  to  wind 
up  their  affairs,  and  for  that  purpose  they  were  authorized  to  make 
certain  calls  on  the  shareholders.  Under  this  act  a  call  of  2/.  per 
share  was  made  on  the  24th  of  July,  and  for  that  call  this  action  was 
brought. 


^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Ezch.  SOS ;  16  Jar.  892 ;  8  Exchequer  Rep.  17. 
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A  verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintiffs  for  233/.  65.  8(/.,  with  leave 
reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  the  court  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  on 
the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  as  a  shareholder,  or  in 
any  other  character. 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  accordingly,  against  which 

The  Attorney- General  {F.  TTiesiger)  and  TTt'/tes  showed  cause,i  and 

Crowder  and  Milward  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

The  various  clauses  of  the  private  act  of  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110, 
relied  upon  in  the  argument,  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment 

Hutton  V.  TJiompson,  3  H.  L.  Cas.  161,  Sutherland  v.  TVillsj  5  Exch. 
Rep.  715,  and  Pitchford  v.  Davis,  5  Mee.  b  W.  2 ;  s.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  8.)  Exch.  157,  were  also  cited. 

Ckir.  adv.  vuU. 

Judgment  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B.  In  this  case  the  point  reserved  on  the  trial  before  my 
Lord  Chief  Baron  was,  whether  the  defendant  was  a  shareholder  and 
liable  to  contribute  to  the  debts  of  the  company  under  the  private 
act,  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  103,  passed  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
the  affairs  of  the  company.  He  had  applied  for  and  obtained  an 
allotment  of  shares ;  he  had  paid  the  deposit  upon  them,  but  he  had 
not  executed  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  company  or  any  deed  refer- 
ring to  it  The  capital  of  the  company  was  to  consist  of  500,000/. 
in  50,000  shares.  The  defendant  applied  for  and  obtained  shares ; 
that  amount  never  was  subscribed,  but  the  company  began  business 
with  less,  and  not  succeeding,  a  private  act  of  parliament,  the  11  & 
12  Vict  c.  103,  was  passed  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  the  con- 
cern. That  act  recites  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  its  execution  the  number  of  shares  taken  out  was  not  50,000  but 
45,407  only,  of  which  25,000  were  considered  as  fully  paid  up  and 
the  rest  in  part  only ;  that  the  company  was  completely  registered 
and  51,652/.  remained  unpaid  on  the  45,407  shared ;  that  in  conse- 
quence of  an  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  of  the  company  and  the 
directors,  doubts  were  entertained  as  to  the  power  of  the  company  to 
enforce  without  expensive  litigation  the  payment  of  the  total  amount 
remaining  unpaid ;  that  the  company  was  in  pecuniary  embarrass- 
ment, and  it  had  become  necessary  to  wind  it  up  ;  that  in  the  present 
state  of  the  afiairs  of  the  company,  the  liability  of  each  shareholder 
exceeded  the  nominal  amount  of  the  shares,  and  that  in  the  deed  of 
settlement  no  provision  was  made  for  the  existing  condition  of  the 
company,  and  it  was  necessary  to  wind  up  their  afiairs. 

The  act  proceeds  to  enact  that  the  company  shall  be  dissolved ; 
that  the  20,407  shares  mentioned  in  the  secona  schedule,  remaining, 
shall  be  paid  up ;  and  it  provides  by  section  29,  that  the  directors 


^  April  29,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pabke,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin, 
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may,  when  they  think  fit,  call  for  and  compel  pajrment  of  the  sums 
of  money  as  instalments  of  capital  in  respect  of  the  25,000  and  the 
20,407  shares  as  they  shall  think  necessary  at  certain  intervals.  Then 
follows  the  30th  section,  enacting,  that,  except  by  that  act  otherwise 
provided,  every  such  call  shall  be  made  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  as  regards  the  liabilities  of  the  share- 
holders, the  forfeiture  of  shares  and  otherwise  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  made  under  such  provisions. 

Another  clause,  the  92d,  provides,  that  if  at  the  time  appointed,  any 
shareholder  shall  fail  to  pay  the  call,  the  company  may  sue  sach 
shareholder,  and  the  form  of  declaration  is  given.  It  is  enacted  by 
section  34,  that  at  the  trial  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  was  a  holder  of  shares  at  the  time  of  the  call,  and  by 
section  35,  the  production  of  the  register  of  the  shareholders  of  the 
company  shall  be  primd  facie  evidence  of  the  number  of  shares ;  and 
at  the  end  there  is  this  proviso,  —  "  Provided  always  and  be  it  enac- 
ted, that  this  act  or  any  thing  therein  contained  shall  not,  except  so 
far  as  is  therein  expressly  enacted,  render  liable  to  any  creditor  of  the 
company,  or  any  person  having  or  alleging  any  claim  or  demand 
against  the  company,  the  company  or  any  shareholder  or  other  per- 
son, if  the  company  or  such  shareholder  or  other  person  would  not 
have  been  so  liable  if  this  act  had  not  been  passed,  or  render  Uable 
to  any  call,  contribution,  debt,  claim,  or  demand,  the  company  or  any 
shareholder  or  other  person,  if  the  company  or  such  shareholder  or 
other  person  would  not  have  been  liable  thereto  if  this  act  had  not 
been  passed."  It  appears  firom  the  deed  itself,  that  amongst  the 
subscribers  holding  shares,  parcel  of  the  20,407,  in  the  second  schedule 
mentioned,  is  the  defendant's  name,  and  if  the  statute  had  enacted 
that  those  who  are  named  as  shareholders  in  the  second  schedule 
should  be  compelled  to  pay,  this  express  enactment,  however  unjust, 
would  have  rendered  the  defendant  liable,  and  he  would  not  have 
been  exempted,  though  otherwise  not  liable  under  this  clause.  But 
there  is  no  such  express  enactment,  and  it  would  be  certainly  most 
unjust  if  there  had  been;  nor  is  it  implied,  that  those  named  in  the 
deed  as  shareholders  who  did  not  execute  it  should  be  obliged  to  pay. 
The  statute  pnacts  that  the  directors  should  call  for  money  by  instal- 
ments on  so  many,  both  of  the  25,000  and  the  20,407  shares,  as  shaU 
exist,  and  makes  the  shareholder,  that  is,  the  real  shareholder,  who 
fails  to  pay  such  calls,  liable  to  an  action,  but  it  leaves  the  question 
open  —  who  is  a  shareholder  ? 

Who,  then,  is  such  a  shareholder?  In  the  interpretation  clause 
(section  5)  the  word  "  shareholders  "  is  declared  to  mean  shareholders 
of  the  company,  and  to  include  former  shareholders  and  their  repre- 
sentatives. By  the  act,  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  imder  which  the  com- 
pany was  completely  registered,  the  word  "  shareholder  "  is,  by  the 
interpretation  clause  (section  3)  declared  to  mean  any  person  entitled 
to  shares  in  any  company  who  has  executed  the  deed  of  settlement 
or  any  deed  referring  to  it,  and  this  meaning  it  is  to  bear  so  'far  as  it 
is  not  excluded  by  the  context  or  by  the  nature  of  the  subject-matter. 
By  section  25,  the  shareholders  are  incorporated,  and  section  55  gives 
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a  remedy  to  recover  calls  against  the  shareholders.  Under  this  act 
of  parliament  a  shareholder,  therefore,  must  be  one  who  has  sub- 
scribed the  deed  of  settlement,  or  one  referring  to  it,  unless  there  is 
something  in  the  context  to  give  a  different  meaning ;  and,  certainly, 
there  is  nothing  in  that  clause  to  give  a  different  meaning.  But  in 
the  26th  section  there  is  a  provision  that  "  no  shareholder  of  any  joint- 
stock  company,  completely  registered  under  this  act,  shall  be  entitled 
to  receive  any  dividends  or  profits,  or  be  entitled  to  the  remedies  or 
powers  hereby  given  to  the  shareholders,  until  he  shall  have  executed 
the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  company,  or  some  deed  referring 
thereto,  and  also  have  paid  up  all  instalments  or  calls  due  from  him, 
and  shall  have  been  registered  in  the  registry  office  aforesaid."  In 
this  last  section  the  word  "  shareholder,"  by  reason  of  the  context, 
may  have  a  different  interpretation,  but  not  in  the  other  part  relating 
to  the  enforcement  of  calls. 

The  argument  used  by  the  Attorney-General  that  this  clause  shows 
that  ^^  a  shareholder "  may  be  liable  to  calls  before  he  has  executed 
the  deed,  does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  of  any  weight ;  the  meaning 
is,  that  a  shareholder  who  has  executed  must,  nevertheless,  pay  the 
calls  before  he  is  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits.  From  these  refer- 
ences to  the  act  of  parliament,  it  is  no  doubt  dear  that  there  was  a 
prima  facie  case  against  the  defendant  of  his  being  a  shareholder 
within  the  meaning  of  the  private  act,  as  his  name  appeared  in  the 
register,  which  is  made  primd  facie  evidence.  But  we  think  that,  on 
the  facts  in  proof  in  this  case,  that  primd  facie  case  was  rebutted, 
and  the  defendant  was  not  a  shareholder  liable  to  calls  under  the 
private  act ;  first,  because  that  act  applies  to  ^'  shareholders"  only,  and 
"  shareholders  "  are,  by  the  general  act,  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  those 
who  have  executed  the  deed  or  any  deed  referring  to  it ;  and  by 
section  13  of  the  private  act  the  liability  of  the  shareholder  to  calls 
is  to  be  according  to  the  deed  of  settlement,  which  could  attach  to 
those  only  who  signed  it.  And,  again,  the  private  act  expressly  pro- 
vides that  no  one  shall  be  made  liable  by  it  who  would  not  have 
been  liable  if  the  act  had  not  passed,  that  is,  provided  there  is  no 
expressed  enactment;  and,. as  I  have  before  said,  it  appears  to  us 
there  is  not.  By  the  general  act,  shareholders  only,  that  is,  those 
who  executed  the  deed,  or  any  deed  referring  to  it,  were  liable.  The 
object  of  the  private  act  appears  to  us  to  be  merely  to  give  greater 
efl^ct  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  and  extend  its  operation  against 
the  parties  to  it  only.  As  it  ^pears  by  the  evidence  in  this  case  that 
the  defendant  never  did  execute  the  deed,  and,  therefore,  was  not  a 
shareholder  in  the  proper  sense,  the  primd  facie  evidence  of  the 
register  is  rebutted.  * 

But,  secondly,  if  this  view  of  the  construction  of  the  private  act  be 
wrong,  and  it  extends  to  shareholders,  that  is,  subscribers  or  persons 
who  have  taken  shares,  and  who  have  not  executed  the  deed,  we  are 
still  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable.  This  agreement  to 
take  shares  in  a  concern  which  was  to  have  a  capital  of  600,000^  is, 
upon  the  authority  of  many  cases,  Pitchford  v.  Davis  among  others, 
a  conditional  contract,  that  is,  provided  that  that  capital  is  subscribed 

33' 
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for ;  and  unless  that  condition  is  performed  or  waived,  the  defendant 
is  not  a  shareholder  in  the  sense  of  a  person  having  agreed  to  take 
shares.  Then,  although  the  register  is  prifJUi  facie  evidence  that  the 
defendant  was  a  shareholder,  the  fact  of  the  agreement  to  take  shares 
having  been  conditional  is  proved  in  this  case,  and  also  the  non-com* 
pliance  with  that  condition,  for  the  private  act  shows  that  less  than 
50,000  shares  were  taken.  This  proves  that  he  was  not  bound  to 
take  the  shares  unless  the  plaintiffs  proved  affirmatively  that  the 
defendant  waived  the  condition  and  agreed  to  take  shares  in  a  con- 
cern with  a  less  capital  than  500,000/.,  which,  certainly,  was  not  done. 
We  think  that  the  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit  should  be  absolute. 

This  is  the  judgment  of  my  lord  chief  baron,  my  brother  Alder- 
son,  and  myself.  My  brother  Martin  is  not  entirely  satisfied  with  it ; 
he  still  entertains  some  doubt  about  the  propriety  of  this  judgment, 
principally  on  the  ground  that  he  thinks  it  may  be  inferred  from  the 
private  act  that  the  legislature  meant  that  those  whose  names  were 
in  the  second  schedule  should  be  aU  obliged  to  pay. 

Rule  absoltUe. 


Fuller  and  others  v.  Earle.^ 

Jane  5, 1852. 

Judgment —  Order  of  Judge  Qiarging  Shares  —  1  4*  2  Vict,  c,  110, 
s.  14  —  Shares^  Deposit  and  Transfer  of —  JSquUy. 

The  defendant  being  the  registered  owner  of  200  shares  of  a  joint-stock  company  deposited 
the  certificates  thereof  with  £^  as  a  secnrity  for  money  adyanced.  He  afterwards  1x>rrow- 
ed  a  further  snm  from  an  insorance  office,  of  which  C.  was  a  directori  and  E.  and  C.  being 
snrcties  for  the  repayment  of  that  sum,  he  execated  according  to  the  Joint-stock  Act  a 
transfer  to  C.  of  the  shares,  accompanied  by  a  declaration  of  the  terms  of  the  transfer,  and 
delivered  both  instruments  to  C.  Judgment  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  advanced  having 
.  been  obtained  by  the  insurance  office,  and  a  judge's  order  nisi  to  diargo  the  shares  having 
been  made,  C.  subsequently  requested  the  joint-stock  company  to  transfer  the  shares  into 
his  name,  which  they  refused,  and  the  shares  remained  standing  in  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant. 

The  court  made  the  judge's  order  absolute,  holding  that  the  shares  were  to  be  considered  as 
standing  "  in  the  defendant's  name  in  his  own  right,'*  within  the  meaning  of  the  1  &  2 
Vict  c.  110,  s.  14,  and  that  the  relief  of  the  creditors  was  in  equity. 

This  was  an  applicatioJf,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifiis,  being  judg. 
ment  creditors,  to  the  court,  to  confirm  an  order  of  Martin,  B.,  where- 
by 200  shares  in  a  joint-stock  company,  called  the  Professional  Life 
Assurance  Company,  were  charged  with  payment  of  a  judgment 
debt  due  to  the  plaintiffs.     The  case  having  come  on,  at  chambers, 
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before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  was  by  him  referred  to  the  Master,  who  made 
the  following  report 

The  Professional  Life  Assurance  Company  is  a  joint-stock  compa- 
ny, which  was  completely  registered  under  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110, 
the  shares  being  transferable,  pursuant  to  the  act  and  the  deed  of 
settlement.  In  June,  1848,  the  defendant  obtained  from  a  Mr.  Elder- 
ton,  who  had  been  his  attorney,  a  loan  of  100/.,  to  enable  him  to 
purchase  300  original  shares  in  the  company.  He  was  then  and  is 
still  indebted  to  Mr.  Elderton,  in  an  amount  which,  together  with 
this  1002.  exceeds  the  present  value  of  his  shares.  The  100/.  was 
advanced  by  Mr.  Elderton  in  1848.  The  200  shares  were  thereupon 
allotted  to  the  defendant,  and  were  entered  in  his  name  in  the  books 
of  the  company.  The  certificates  of  these  shares  were  at  the  same 
time  deposited  by  the  defendant  with  Elderton  as  a  security  for  the 
entire  amount  due  to  him,  and  they  have  remained  in  his  custody 
ever  since.  In  August,  1850,  notice  not  to  part  with  these  shares  was 
given  by  John  Elderton  to  the  company.  In  June,  1851  ^for  the 
purpose  of  paying  part  of  his  debt  to  Mr.  Elderton),  the  defendant, 
through  Elderton,  negotiated  a  loan  of  175Z.  from  the  Age  Life  Assu- 
rance Company,  in  which,  at  the  same  time,  he  insured  his  life,  and 
Elderton  and  Mr.  Cockell,  a  director  of  the  last-mentioned  office,  who 
was  aware  of  the  object  of  the  loan,  as  sureties  for  the  defendant, 
joined  with  him  in  a  bond  to  the  office  conditioned  for  the  repay- 
ment of  the  loan  and  insurance  premiums  by  instalments,  and  by 
which,  in  the  event  of  any  instalment  not  being  paid,  the  whole 
amount  was  to  become  due.  The  defendant  at  the  same  time,  as  an 
indemnity  to  Cockell,  with  the  consent  of  Elderton,  executed  a  trans- 
fer of  the  200  shares  in  the  Professional  Life  Assurance  Company  to 
Cockell,  ih  the  form  prescribed  by  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110.  He  also 
signed  a  declaration  to  accompany  the  same,  stating  the  times  of  the 
transfer,  and  delivered  them  both  to  Cockell,  it  being  also  understood 
at  the  time,  between  Elderton  and  Cockell,  that  should  the  latter 
ultimately  sustain  any  loss,  he  should  be  indemnified  by  the  former. 
Upon  the  second  instalment,  under  the  bond,  becoming  due  in  De- 
cember last,  it  was  not  paid  by  the  defendant,  and  Elderton  and 
Cockell  thereupon  received  a  notice  from  the  Age  Office  claiming 
the  whole  amount  of  the  bond  from  them.  On  the  4th  of  February 
last,  Cockell  lodged  the  transfer  to  him  of  ,the  200  shares  at  the 
office  of  the  Professional  Life  Assurance  Association,  and  requested 
the  officer  to  transfer  the  shares  into  his  name ;  which  the  officer 
refused  to  do  on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  previously  served  with 
a  copy  of  the  order  of  Martin,  B.,  and  had  also  previously  received 
the  notice  from  Mr.  Elderton  before  mentioned.  The  shares  are, 
therefore,  stUl  standing  in  the  books  of  the  company  in  the  name  of 
the  defendant. 

Under  these  circumstances,  if  your  lordships  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  shares  were  chargeable  in  these  actions  at  any  time  before  a 
transfer  was  made  in  the  books  of  the  company,  I  do  report  that 
there  were  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  Martin,  B., 
200  shares  to  which  this  said  order  could  apply.    But  if  your  lord- 
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ships  should  not  be  of  that  opinion,  then  I  do  report  that  there  were 
not  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  last-mentioned  order  any  shares 
to  which  the  same  could  apply. 

D.  Keane  showed  cause  on  behalf  of  Cockell.  The  order  for 
charging  the  shares  ought  not  to  have  been  made,  and  must  be  dis- 
charged. The  question  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  14th  section 
of  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  which  empowers  a  judge,  on  the  application 
of  a  judgment  creditor,  to  charge  with  the  payment  of  the  amount  of 
a  judgment  any  shares  of  a  judgment- debtor,  '<  standing  in  his  name, 
in  his  own  right,  or  in  the  name  of  any  person  in  trust  for  him." 
Some  light  is  thrown  upon  the  meaning  of  these  words,  by  the 
language  of  the  7  Geo.  2,  c.  8,  s.  8,  which  speaks  of  stock  standing 
in  "  their  own  right,"  or  "  their  own  name,"  thus  drawing  a  distinc- 
tinction  between  the  two  cases.  The  words,  '<  standing  in  his  own 
right,"  refer  to  property  of  which  the  party  is  the  absolute  owner. 
The  words,  '^  in  his  own  right,"  are  to  be  found  in  the  88th  section 
of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  The  12dth  section  of  the  same  act  also 
illustrates  this  view  of  the  case.  In  like  manner  the  words  of  the 
89th  section,  ''  for  his  use  and  benefit,"  assist  in  the  interpretation 
of  the  section  in  question.  The  defendant,  Earle,  has  transferred  the 
property  in  the  shares  to  Mr.  Cockell ;  he  further  has  parted  with  the 
certificates  of  them,  he  has,  therefore,  done  every  thing  to  take  the 
property  out  of  himself.  The  52d  section  of  the  Joint-stock  Compa- 
nies Registration  Act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110,  makes  the  certificate  primd 
facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  shareholder  to  the  share.  The 
54th  and  other  sections  may  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side ;  but  these 
clauses  were  enacted  merely  for  the  protection  of  the  several  compa- 
nies. He  referred  to  Robinson  v.  Burbidge^  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
C.  P.  242 ;  s.  c.  1  L.  M.  &  P.  94 ;  Fortescue  v.  Barnett,  2  Myl.  &  K. 
36  ;  s.  c.  2  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc  106 ;  Burnes  v.  Pennell^  2  H.  L 
Cas.  497 ;  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company  v.  FaircUmgh^  2 
Man.  &  G.  674 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  133 ;  Doe  d.  Hull 
v.  Greenhilly  4  B.  &  Aid.  684 ;  Smith  v.  Smithy  2  Cr.  &  M.  231 ;  s.  c. 
nom.  Smith  v.  Mastermanj  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  42.  This  is 
a  case  of  reputed  ownership.  Nelson  v.  The  London  Assurance 
Company^  2  Sim.  &  S.  292,  and  Ex  parte  Watkins^  2  Mont.  &  Ayr. 
348. 

Bovilly  for  Elderton.  The  14th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110, 
does  not  apply,  and  no  order  to  charge  stock  can  be  made  where  it 
stands  in  the  hame  of  the  party  himself,  and  also  another.  That 
section  is  intelligible  if  it  is  made  to  apply  to  that  property  only  in 
which  the  partv  is  interested  There  was  a  bond  fide  debt  due  from 
Earle  to  Cockell  and  Elderton,  and  the  latter  are  equitable  mortgagees. 
The  phrase,  '<  standing  in  his  name  in  bis  own  right,"  means  standing 
in  his  own  sole  right 

ill.  Smithy  for  the  plaintiffs,  was  not  called  upon. 
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Martin,  B.^  This  order* for  charging  the  stock  must  be  made 
absolute.  The  defendant  appears  on  the  register  of  the  company,  as 
the  owner  of  the  shares.  He  has  power  to  transfer  the  shares  in  a 
certain  specified  mode,  but  until  his  name  is  erased  from  the  register 
of  shareholders,  he  is  bound  to  pay  all  calls  and  entitled  to  all  the 
benefits  belonging  to  the  shares.  The  question  is,  whether  these 
shares  are  standing  in  the  defendant's  name  in  his  own  right  If  he 
were  a  trustee  merely,  and  had  been  so  originally,  a  doubtful  ques- 
tion might  arise.  Here  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  shares  as 
against  every  one.  Then  a  creditor  obtains  a  judgment,  and  desires 
to  be  put  in  the  same  situation  as  the  debtojp.  If  the  shares  are  not 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claim,  the  debtor  gets  nothing ;  but  if  they 
are  sufficient  to  pay  the  charge  of  the  creditor,  the  debtor  is  entitled 
to  the  surplus  so  standing  in  his  name.  The  decision  works  no  hard- 
ship to  the  clients  of  Mr.  Bovill  and  Mr.  Keane,  except  in  this  respect, 
that  it  is  hard  that  they  should  be  drawn  into  equity  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  relief.  The  15th  section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict,  c  110,  con- 
firms this  view  of  the  case,  as  it  enacts  that  no  disposition  of  stock, 
as  shares  by  a  judgment  debtor,  after  a  conditional  order  has  been 
obtained,  shall  be  valid  as  against  a  judgment  creditor.  The  case 
referred  to,  which  was  decided  upon  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  was 
difierent,  as  in  that  case  there  was  another  trust  to  be  performed  with 
reference  to  the  property  taken  in  execution.  The.  objects  of  the 
Stock-jobbing  Act  are  also  very  different  from  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion. The  intention  of  that  act  was  to  provide  that  the  party  who 
might  sell  the  stock  should  have  dominion  over  the  thing  that  he 
sold.  Again,  the  reputed  ownership  in  the  Bankrupt  Act,  which  has 
been  referred  to,  has  no  bearing  on  the  point,  or  if  it  has,  it  is  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiffs.  The  words  in  the  88th  and  89th  sections  of  the 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  although  somewhat  similar  to  the  language  of  the 
14th  section,  are  yet  used  in  a  different  sense.  The  decisions  of 
The  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Campany  v.  Fairchuffh  and 
Barnes  v.  Pennell^  are,  no  doubt,  quite  correct 

M.  Smith  asked  for  costs,  citing  Dempster  v.  Earl  of  Glenffallj  4 
Irish  Jurist,  20. 

Martin,  B.     The  rule  will  be  absolute,  without  costs. 

Rule  absolute^  without  costs. 


^  His  lordship  sat  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  court 
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Freegard  v.  Barnes  and  Barton.^ 

June  3,  1852. 

Trespass  or  Case  —  False  Imprisonment — County  and  Parish   Con- 
stable —  Warranty  Construction  of —  24  Geo.  2.  c.  44,  s.  8. 

Trespass  for  false  imprisonment  The  defendant  Barnes  having  obtained  a  warrant  to  search 
Uie  plaintiff's  house,  and  to  apprehend  him  on  a  charge  of  felony,  Uie  warrant  being 
headed  "  To  the  constable  of  D.,  in  the  county  of  W.,"  delivered  it  to  the  defendant  Bar- 
ton, a  county  constable,  appointed  under  the  2  &  3  Yict  c.  93,  who  executed  it  within  the 
parish  of  D.,  by  apprehending  the  plaintiff.  The  action  was  not  brought  nntil  the  expira- 
tion of  six  months  from  the  time  ot  the  act  committed :  — 

Hdd,  first,  that  trespass  was  th^  proper  form  of  action ;  secondly,  that  the  parish  constable 
of  D.,  and  not  the  defendant  Barton,  was  the  proper  party  to  execute  the  warrant,  but  that 
Barton  was  protected,  the  action  not  having  been  brought  against  him  within  six  months, 
pursuant  to  the  24  Qeo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  8,  and  that  the  other  defendant  was  liable. 

Trespass,  for  assaulting  and  imprisoning  the  plaintiff. 

Plea—  Not  guilty  by  statute. 

At  the  trial,  before  Talfourd,  J.,  at  the  last  Wiltshire  spring  assi- 
zes, the  facts  were  as  follows :  —  The  plaintiff  was  an  inkeeper  resid- 
ing at  Dauntsey,  in  Wiltshire ;  the  defendant,  Barnes,  was  a  wharfinger 
living  in  the  same  place ;  and  the  other  defendant,  Barton,  was  a 
county  police  constable,  appointed  under  the  2  &  3  Vict  c  93,  s.  8, 
and  was  attached  to  the  district  in  which  Dauntsey  was  situated. 
The  defendant,  Barnes,  having  lost  two  lamps,  applied  for,  and  ob- 
tained a  warrant,  to  search  the  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  also  to 
apprehend  him.  The  warrant,  which  was  headed  "  Wilts,  to  wit," 
was  directed  "  To  the  constable  of  Dauntsey,  in  the  said  county,  and 
was  delivered  by  Barnes  to  Barton  to  be  executed."  The  policemaq, 
Barton,  having  proceeded  to  the  plaintiff's  premises,  and  obtained  the 
lamps  from  the  plaintiff's  wife,  afterwards,  on  being  told  by  the  other 
defendant  to  do  his  duty,  apprehended  the  plaintiff,  and  took  him  be- 
fore a  magistrate,  by  whom  he  was  discharged.  The  defendants  jus- 
tified undel:  the  1  &  2  WiU.  4,  c.  41 ;  2  &  3  Vict  c.  93 ;  3  &  4  Vict 
c.  88 ;  and  21  Jac.  1,  c.  12. 

The  action  not  having  been  brought  until  after  the  expiration  of 
six  months  from  the  act  committed,  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of 
the  defendants,  that  the  action  had  been  brought  too  late  with  refer- 
ence to  the  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  8,  and  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  non- 
suited. The  learned  judge  was  of  that  opinion,  and  a  nonsuit  was 
entered,  leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  him  for  15^ 

Kinglake  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  cause  was  shown 
by- 

Orowder  and  Bodges,  for  Barnes,  and  by  Slade,  for  Barton.    First 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  820. 
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the  action  ought  to  have  been  case  and  not  trespass.  Elsee  v.  Smith, 
1  Dowl.  &  Ry.  97 ;  Barber  v.  Rollinson,  1  Cr.  &  M.  330 ;  s.  c.  2  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  101 ;  Brown  v.  Chapman,  6  Com.  B.  Rep.  365 ; 
s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  329 ;  and  West  v.  Smallwood,  3  Mee. 
&  W.  418 ;  8.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  144.  Secondly,  it  will 
be  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  warrant  was  bad, 
and  afforded  no  justification  to  the  defendants,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
directed  to  the  constable  of  Dauntsey,  which  means  the  parish  consta- 
ble, and  that  it  could  not  lawfully  be  executed  by  the  defendant,  Bar- 
ton, who  was  a  county,  and  not  the  parish,  constable  of  Dauntsey. 
Both  defendants,  however,  are  protected ;  for  the  defendant,  Barnes, 
was  acting  in  aid  of  the  constable,  who  was  thought  by  him  to  be  the 
proper  party  to  execute  the  warrant,  and  the  defendant.  Barton,  also, 
reasonably  and  bond  fide  thought  he  was  entitled  to  execute  it,  and 
having  so  acted,  was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  24  Geo.  2,  c. 
44,  s.  8,  which  enacts  that  actions  must  be  brought  against  consta- 
bles and  others  within  six  months  "  from  the  act  committed." 

* 

Kinglake,  Serg.,  {F.  Edwards  with  him),  in  support  of  the  rule,  was 
stopped  as  to  the  point  relating  to  the  form  of  the  action.  The  ques- 
tions in  this  case  are,  whether  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  the  pro- 
tection (rf  the  statute,  and  what  is  the  true  construction  of  the  warrant. 
This  warrant  is  directed  to  the  constable  of  Dauntsey ;  that  means 
the  parish  constable  of  Dauntsey.  The  defendant  Barton,  therefore, 
who  was  a  county  constable,  was  not  entitled  to  execute  it.  In  The 
King  v.Weir,  1  B.  &  C.  288,  the  law  was  laid  down,  that  if  a  war- 
rant be  directed  to  a  constable  by  name,  he  may  execute  it  anywhere 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrate,  but  if  it  is  delivered  to  him 
by  his  name  of  office,  he  can  execute  it  only  in  the  parish  of  which 
he  is  a  constable.  In  the  present  case,  the  defendant  Barton,  being 
a  county  constable,  was  not  authorized  te  act  at  all ;  at  all  events,  the 
other  defendant  Barnes  is  liable.  He  cited  and  referred  to  5  Geo.  4, 
c.  18,  s.  6, 11  &  12  Vict.  c.  42,  6  &  6  Vict  c.  109,  2  &  3  Vict  c.  43,  s. 
8,  3  &  4  Vict  c.  88,  s.  27,  and  Parton  v.  Williams^  3  B.  &  Aid.  330. 

Alderson,  B.  I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute  against 
the  defendant  Barnes,  and  that  my  brothei*  Kinglake  must  give  up  the 
rule  as  regards  the  defendant  Barton.  The  parties  ought  to  have  fol- 
lowed the  direction  of  the  warrant,  which  shows  that  the  parish  con- 
stable was  the  proper  party  to  execute  it  The  defendant  Barton  is 
nevertheless  within  the  protection  of  the  act,  24  Geo.  2,  c.  44,  s.  8, 
which  requires  that  actions  against  constables  shall  be  brought  within 
six  months  from  the  time  of  the  act  committed.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
constable  Aieans  to  act  under  the  warrant,  and  doestiot  intend  to  use 
it  colorably. 

Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  11  &  12  Vict  c.  42, 
8. 12,  leaves  no  doubt  on  the  point     The  defendant  Barton,  in  one 
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sense,  answered  the  description  in  the  warrant,  as  it  was  directed  to 
the  coniStable  in  Dauntsey,  in  which  district  he  had  authority  as  a 
constalile.  The  other  defendant  was  not  constable  of  Dauntsey  at 
all.  The  party  who  executes  the  warrant  ought  to  be  the  person  who 
appears  on  the  face  of  it  to  have  authority  to  execute  it  But  the 
defendant  Barton  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
statute. 

Rtde  absolute  ctccordinffly. 


Grinham  and  another  v.  Card  and  others.^ 

May  22,  1852. 

Friendly  Societies  Act^  13  Sr  14  Ttct  c.  115,5.  22 —  County  Courts 

Jurisdiction  of^^  Arbitration. 

By  the  32d  rale  of  a  friendly  society  established  in  1836,  it  was  provided,  that  if  any  dispate 
should  arise  between  any  officers  of  the  society,  or  between  any  other  members  and  any 
officer,  it  should  first  be  referred  to  the  committee,  and  if  their  decision  should  not  be  satis- 
factory, then  to  arbitrators,  pursuant  to  the  10  Geo.  4,  c  5&,  s.  27.  In  1839,  a  reserved 
fund,  consisting  of  subscriptions,  was  established,  and  was  regulated  by  a  new  role,  called 
the  38th  rule,  which  provided  that  every  dispute  should  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  the 
manner  provided  bv  the  rule  of  the  society.  In  1850,  this  rule  was  expunged.  The 
Fricndlv  Societies  Act,  13  &  14  Vict,  c  115,  s.  22,  enacts  that  if  any  dispute  shtdl  arise  be- 
tween tne  members  or  person  claiming  under  or  on  account  of  any  member  of  any  societf 
established  nnder  this  act,  and  the  trustees,  &c.,  or  committee,  it  shall  be  settled  as  the 
rules  of  the  society  shall  direct  -,  but  if  the  dispute  be  such  that,  for  the  settlement  of  it, 
recourse  must  be  had  to  a  court  of  equity,  it  may  be  referred  to  the  judge  of  the  county 
court  An  action  having  been  brought  in  the  county  court  by  the  committee  of  the  sode^ 
against  the  trustees  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  reserved  fund :  — 

Hdd^  that  this  was  a  dispute  provided  for  by  the  27&  section  of  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  115,  and 
that  it  might  be  referred  to  arbitration  under  the  32d  rule  of  the  society  j  that  it  was  not  a 
dbpute  requiring  to  be  settled  by  a  court  of  equity;  that  the  county  court,  therefore,  had 
no  jurisdiction,  and  a  writ  of  prohibition  ought  to  be  awarded. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiffs  in  the  connty  court,  to 
show  cause  why  a  prohibition  should  not  issue  to  the  judge  of  the 
County  Court  of  Kent,  at  Tunbridge  Wells,  to  stay  all  further  pro- 
ceedings in  a  plaint  of  Grinham  and  another  w. 'Card  add  another y  IVuS' 
tees  of  the  Frant  Friendly  Society. 

By  the  32d  rule  of  that  society,  which  was  established  in  1836,  it 
was  directed,  "that  if  any  dispute  or  difference  shall  arise  between  any 
officers  of  this  society,  or  between  any  other  member  and  any  officer 
or  officers,  it  shall  be  first  referred  to  the  committee,  or  such  of  them  as 
shall  not  be  personally  interested  therein,  and  if  the  dedsion  of  such 
committee  shall  not  be  satisfactory  to  all  parties  concerned,  then  refer- 
ence shall  be  made  to  arbitrators,  pursuant  to  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,  s. 
27."     In  1839,  a  fund,  called  the  reserved  fund,  was  established,  con- 
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slating  of  the  accumulation  of  subscriptions  of  honorary  members. 
The  application  of  this  fund  was  regulated  by  a  new  rule  called  the 
38th  rule.  In  1847,  this  rule  was  altered,  and  the  application  of  the 
trust  fund  was  also  altered,  payments  being  directed  by  it  to  be  made 
pursuant  to  a  certain  scale.  It  also  directed,  "  that  if  any  difference 
or  dispute  shall  arise  touching  this  fund,  or  the  construction  of  this 
rule,  the  same  shall  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  the  manner  specified 
by  the  rule  of  this  society."  On  the  10th  of  July,  1850,  this  38th 
rule  was  expunged,  and  a  different  distribution  made  of  the  reserved 
fund.  A  similar  alteration  was  made  on  the  12th  of  August,  1850. 
^The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  115,  s.  22,  enacts,  *Hhat 
if  any  dispute  shall  arise  between  the  members,  or  person  claiming 
under  or  on  account  of  any  member,  of  any  society  or  branch  estab- 
lishment under  this  act,  and  the  trustees,  treasurer,  or  other  officer  or 
committee  thereof,  it- shall  be  settled  in  such  manner  as  the  rules  of 
the  society  or  branch  shall  direct,  and  the  decision  so  made  shall  be 
binding  and  conclusive ;  but  if  such  dispute  shall  be  of  such  kind 
that,  for  the  settlement  of  it  according  to  the  laws  now  in  force,  re-* 
course  must  be  had  to  one  of  her  majesty's  courts  of  equity,  or  to  the 
Court  of  Session',  it  may  be  referred  at  the  option  of  either  party  to 
the  judge  of  the  county  court,"  &c.  The  action  was  brought  in  the 
county  court  by  the  members  of  the  committee  of  the  Frant  Friendly 
Society,  to  recover  from  the  defendants,  who  were  trustees  of  the  same 
society,  the  sum  of  186Z.,  being  the  reserved  fund  in  their  hands.  The 
trustees  refused  to  part  with  the  fund,  alleging  that  they  were  not 
authorized  so  to  do.  The  judge  of  the  county  court  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  whole  amount  claimed,  whereupon  the  pre- 
sent rule  for  a  prohibition  was  obtained. 

Hawkins  showed  cause.  This  question  arises  upon  the  22d  section 
of  the  13  &  14  Vict  c.  115,  which  enacts,  "  that  if  any  dispute  shall 
arise  between  the  members,  or  person  claiming  under  or  on  account 
of  any  member,  of  any  society,  or  branch  established  under  this  act, 
and  the  trustees,  treasurer,  or  other  officer  or  committee  thereof,  it 
shall  be  settled  in  such  manner  as  the  rules  of  such  society  or  branch 
shall  direct,  and  the  decision  so  ms^de  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  ; 
but  if  such  dispute  be  of  such  a  kind  that,  for  the  settlement  of  it 
according  to  the  laws  now.  in  force,  recourse  must  be  had  to  one  of 
her  majesty's  courts  of  equity,  it  may  be  referred  at  the  option  of 
either  party  to  the  judge  of  the  county  court."  The  present  is  not 
such  a  dispute  as  could  be  "  settled  as  the  rules  of  the  society  shall 
direct,"  because  the  38th  rule,  which  directs  that  disputes  shall  be 
referred  to  arbitration,  has  been  expunged  by  the  rule  of  the  12th  of 
August;  and  the  defendants  cannot  fall  back  upon  the  32d  rule, 
because  that  rule  was  made  in  1836,  at  which  time  the  reserved  fund 
had  no  existence,  not  having  been  created  till  1839. 

[Alderson,  B.     The  parties  may  go  back  to  the  32d  rule  of  the 

society,  which  directs,  that  in  case  a  dispute  shall  arise  between  any 

officers  of  the  society,  or  between  any  other  member  or  any  officer,  it 

shall  first  be  referred  to  the  committee,  and  then  to  arbitration,  pursu- 
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ant  to  the  10  Geo.  4,  c.  56.  Here  is  a  general  power  given  to  settle 
all  disputes,  present  and  future.  No  matter  is  to  go  to  the  county 
court  judge  but  what  belongs  to  a  court  of  equity.  That  is  clear 
from  the  22d  section.  Why,  then,  need  the  parties  have  gone  into 
the  county  court  at  all  ?  ] 

In  this  case  the  committee  are  the  plaintiffs  in  the  county  court, 
and  are  parties  to  the  dispute.  The  matters  in  difference  cannot  be 
referred  to  themselves.  This  is  not  such  a  dispute  as  is  contemplated 
by  the  32d  rule.  No  action  at  law  could  be  maintained  between 
these  parties.  Their  only  remedy  would  be  in  equity,  and  that  being 
the  case,  the  county  court  has  jurisdiction. 

Honymany  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam.^ 

The  rule  must  be  absolute ;  but  the  question  being  one  of  some 
^  nicety,  and  it  being  the  case  of  an  appeal  against  the  decision  of  a 
judge,  there  will  be  no  costs. 

Ride  absolute^  vnthout  costs. 


MiCHESON   V.    NlCOL.^ 
Jane  5,  1852. 

Skip  and  Shipping  —  Freight —  Qiarter- Party  —  Agent  —  Taking  to 

Goods. 

The  defendant  chartered  a  ship  to  bring  from  Bombay,  at  3/.  Ss.  per  ton,  a  cargo,  not  being 
his  own,  but  for  the  purpose  of  makmg  a  profit  on  an  increased  rate  of  freight  The  de- 
fendant's agents  filled  the  carrying  part  of  the  vessel  and  then  the  cabin  with  their  own  goods, 
which  were  consigned  to  the  defendant,  as  their  factor,  for  sale.  There  was  contradictory 
evidence  as  to  the  amoant  to  be  paid  for  the  cabin  freight  The  defendant  refused  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  more  than  3/.  5s.  per  ton  for  the  freight  of  the  cabin  goods,  bat  had  charged 
his  agents  with  the  payment  of  7/.  per  ton,  and  had  allowed  them  commission  at  that  rate. 
The  goods  having  been  stopped  for  the  non-payment  of  a  bill  of  cxdian^e,  given  in 
respect  of  them,  the  defendant,  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  bill  having  been 
paid,  obtained  possession  of  the  goods :  — 

Eeld^  first,  that  the  judge  rightly  directed  the  jury  that,  although  the  defendant's  agents  at 
Bombay  had  no  authority  to  put  the  goods  into  the  cabin,  yet  if  they  did  so,  and  the 
defendant  on  the  ship's  arrival  took  to  them  and  received  the  freight,  he  was  bound  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  the  current  freight  and  was  not  confined  to  the  charter  freight  of  3/.  5s.  per 
ton  :  and,  secondly,  that  the  action  was  not  brought  too  soon,  for  that  the  taking  to  the 
cabin  cai^o  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  freight  rendered  the  defendant  liable  irrespec- 
tively of  the  possession  obtained  after  action  brought 

Assumpsit  to  recover  the  sum.  of  336/.  175.  4rf.  for  the  freight  of 
goods  from  Bombay  to  Loudon. 


1  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  MabtiNi  B. 
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The  defendant  pleaded,  except  as  to  156/.  18^,,  non  assumpsit,  and 
as  to  156/.  18^.  payment  into  court 

At  the  trial,  before  Martin,  B.,  at  the  Guildhall  Sittings  after  Mi- 
chaelmas term  last,  the  facts  were  as  follows: — The  defendant,  a 
London  merchant,  had  chartered  a  ship  from  the  plaintiff,  a  ship- 
owner, to  bring  home  a  cargo  from  Bombay,  at  the  rat^  of  3/.  5*.  per 
ton.  The  terms  of  the  charter-party  were,  that  the  vessel  was  to 
load  from  the  factors  of  the  freighter  "  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of 
legal  merchandise,  with  such  quantity  of  goods  applicable  for  broken 
stowage  as  the  master  may  require,  which  full  cargo  the  freighter 
binds  himself  to  ship,  not  exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably  stow 
and  carry,  over  and  above  her  tackle,"  &c. 

The  charter-party  was  made  by  the  defendant,  not  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  home  any  cargo  of  his  own,  but  on  the  speculation  of 
making  a  profit  by  the  charter,  by  reason  of  his  obtaining  an  increased 
rate  of  freight.  The  ship  was  at  Bombay,  and  the  cargo  was  put  on 
board  by  the  agent  of  the  defendant  there,  sufficient  to  fill  all  the  car- 
rying part  of  the  vessel.  The  captain  of  the  ship  then  proposed  to 
^1  the  cabin  and  to  bring  a  cargo  to  England  in  it.  There  was  con- 
tradictory evidence  between  the  captain  and  one  of  the  defendant's 
agents,  as  to  what  took  place  on  this  subject,  the  captain  stating  that 
the  agents  agreed  with  him  to  pay  freight  after  the  rate  of  71.  per 
ton  for  the  goods,  the  agent  asserting  that  this  was  not  so,  and  that 
the  rate  of  freight  was  to  be  arranged  in  England.  The  cabin  was 
filled  with  goods,  the  property  of  the  defendant's  agents,  which 
were  consigned  to  him  for  sale  as  their  factor.  The.  goods  could 
not  have  been  brought  home  in  the  cargo  part  of  the  ship.  The 
bill  of  lading  was  annexed  to  the  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the 
agents  upon  the  defendant,  which  bill  of  exchange  was  sold  to  the 
East  India  Company,  with  the  bill  of  lading  annexed,  as  security  for 
its  due  payment.  The  ship  arrived  in  England  and  the  goods  were 
put  in  a  warehouse  under  a  stop  for  freight  After  arrival  the  plain- 
tiff demanded  payment  after  the  rate  of  7/.  per  ton,  which  the  defend- 
ant refused  to  pay,  insisting  that  he  was  entitled  to  fill  the  cabin  as 
well  as  any  other  part  of  the  ship  at  the  rate  of  3/.  55.  The  defend- 
ant had  charged  his  agents  in  his  account  with  freight  after  the  rate 
of  7/.  for  the  goods,  and  had  allowed  them  commission  for  procuring 
the  freight  for  him  at  the  same  rate.  The  bill  of  exchange  pledged 
with  the  East  India  Company  having  been  afterwards  paid,  the 
defendant  subsequently  to  the  commencement  of  the  action,  obtained 
possession  of  the  bill  of  lading  from  the  East  India  Company,  and 
also  a  transfer  of  the  goods  to  him  at  the  dock  warehouse.  The 
money  paid  into  court  was  intended  to  cover  the  amount  of  cabin 
freight  at  the  rate  of  3/.  55.  "per  ton. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the  agents  had  no  author- 
ity to  make  a  contract  for  the  defendant  to  bring  home  their  goods, 
the  only  authority  which  they  possessed  being  a  letter  from  the  de- 
fendant, which,  it  was  contended,  was  insufficient  for  this  purpose. 
The  learned  judge  was  of  this  opinion,  and  he  told  the  jury  that  if 
the  agents  at  Bombay,  although  they  had  no  authority  from  the 
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defendant,  nevertheless  acting  as  if  they  had,  put  the  goods  into  the 
cabin,  and  the  defendant,  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  England,  took 
to  these  goods  so  brought  home  in  the  ship,  and  received  the  freight 
which  he  was  entitled  to,  he  was  bound  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  rate 
of  freight  current  at  that  time  from  Bombay  to  England,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  glaintiif  was  not  confined  to  the  charter  freight  of  3/.  5f . 
per  ton.  It  was  also  contended  for  the  defendant  that  the  action 
was  brought  too  soon ;  that  untU  the  defendant  got  possession  of  the 
goods  he  was  not  liable,  and  that  he  did  not  obtain  possession  of 
them,  until  he  received  them  from  the  East  India  Company,  which 
was  after  action  brought  The  learned  judge  overruled  the  objection, 
and  directed  the  jury  that  the  taking  to  the  goods,  which  rendered 
the  defendant  liable  to  the  freight,  was  the  taking  to  the  cabin  cargo 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  freight,  and  was  irrespective  of  the 
possession  obtained  after  action  brought.  The  jury  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Bramwell  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  misdirection, 

Crowder  and  Needham  showed  cause.  The  judge  rightly  directed 
the  jury.  It  is  true  the  defendant  was  not  the  owner  of  the  goods ; 
but  he  dealt  with  them  as  his  property,  and  accepted  them  as  the 
consignee.  This  is  a  question  of  ratification  and  adoption.  The 
defendant  ratified  the  act  of  his  agents  at  Bombay,  for  he  paid  them 
commission  on  freight  at  the  rate  of  7/.,  and  he  dealt  with  the  goods 
as  his  own  before  the  action  was  brought. 

Bramwell  and  Willes^  contrdr.  The  judge  misdirected  the  jury. 
The  defendant  was  not  the  owner  of  the  goods,  and  they  did  not 
come  into  his  possession  until  after  the  action  was  brought. 

Our.  adv.vuU, 

m 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Pollock,  C.  B.  After  stating  the  facts  as  above  set  forth,  the 
learned  judge  proceeded.  We  think  that  in  this  case  the  direction 
W£^s  perfectly  right.  The  defendant  was  not  entitled  under  the  char- 
ter to  fill  up  the  cabin  at  all,  but  he  insisted  on  taking  and  did  take, 
the  benefit  of  it,  and  actually  got  paid  71.  per  ton  in  respect  of  the 
freight'  of  goods  carried  home  in  it.  It  is  true  he  insisted  that  he 
had  a  right  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  cabin  at  3^  5^.  per  ton,  but  in 
that  he  was  in  the  wrong.  He  had  no  such  right.  The  plaintiff 
insisted  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  freight  7L  per  ton,  which  he 
alleged  the  authorized  agents  for  the  defendant  at  Bombay  con- 
tracted to  pay ;  but  he  also  was  in  error  in  this,  because  we  think 
the  agents  at  Bombay  were  not  authorized  to  make  the  contract,  even 
if  they  did  make  it,  as  to  which  there  was  contradictory  evidence. 
What  is  then  the  legal  consequence?  Why,  that  the  defendant 
must  pay,  in  respect  of  the  benefit  obtained  by  him,  the  fair  value  of 
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such  benefit,  or  in  other  words,  the  current  rate  of  freight  at  the  time 
of  the  lading  on  board  at  Bombay.  It  is  what  the  jury  have  found 
him  to  be  liable  to  under  the-  direction  of  the  judge.  The  second 
objection  was,  that  the  action  was  brought  too  soon.  This  arose 
upon  a  piece  of  evidence  given  by  the  plaintiff,  as  follows :  The  bill 
of  lading,  as  has  been  observed,  was  pledged  to  the  East  India  Com- 
pany, and  after  the  action  was  brought,  the  bill  of  exchange  having 
been  paid,  the  defendant  obtained  possession  of  the  bill  of  lading  to 
the  East  India  Company,  and  the  goods  were  transferred  to  him, 
namely,  at  the  dock  warehouse;  and  it  was  insisted  that  until  he 
got  possession  of  the  goods  he  was  not  liable,  and  that  at  all  events 
there  was  misdirection  to  the  jury  as  to  the  point  that  the  possession 
of  the  goods  which  the  defendant  then  obtained  was  actual  posses- 
sion for  the  purposes  of  sale  as  factor  for  his  Bombay  agent,  but  the 
possession  or  taking  to  the  goods  which  rendered  him  liable  to  the 
freight,  was  the  taking  to  the  goods  as  the  cargo  brought  home  for 
him  in  the^cabin  of  the  ship  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  freight ; 
it  was  wholly  irrespective  of  the  actual  possession  obtained  after  the 
action  brought  This  was  the  taking  to  the  goods  relied  upon  by  the 
learned  judge,  and  we  think  the  jury  acted  under  no  misapprehension 
on  the  subject,  but  understood  perfectly  the  question  presented  to 
them. .  The  rule,  therefore,  will  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged. 


Horton  v.  The  Westminster  Improvement  Commissioners.^ 

Jane  12,  1852. 

Jadge^s  Order ^  Construction  of —  "  Upon  Payment  of  CostSj^  Meaning 

of —  Cbntract  —  Condition, 

On  the  19th  of  March  previoasbr  to  the  Surrey  spring  assizes,  the  defendants  obtained  a 
judge's  order,  in  substance  as  follows :  —  That  the  plaintiff  should  show  the  defendants 
certain  letters  within  ten  days,  and  that  the  defendants  should  be  at  liberty  to  take  co|)ies ; 
that  if  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  able  to  produce  the  letters  he  should  make  an  affidavit  to 
that  effect  within  ten  days,  and  that  in  default  thereof  all  further  proceeding  be  stayed 
till  payment :  that  the  venue  be  dianged  to  Middlesex,  on  payment  of  costs,  become  fruit- 

,  less  by  such  change  of  venue;  and  that  the  time  for  inspection  under  the  order  of  the  13th 
of  March  be  also  enlai^ged  for  ten  days.  The  venue  not  having  been  changed  by  the  de- 
fendants, was  afterwards  changed  by  the  plaintiff:  — 

Hdd^  that  the  defendants  were  liable  to  pay  the  costs,  which  had  become  fruitless  by  the 
change  of  venue,  the  words  *'  upon  payment  of  oosts  "  being,  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  words  of  agreement  and  not  words  of  condition. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why 
they  should  not  pay  the  plaintiff  his  costs  under  the  following  circum- 
stances. 


1 21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  825. 
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On  the  19th  of  March,  the  defendants  obtained  the  following  judge's 
order :  — 

"  Horton  v,  the  Westminster  Improvement  Commissioners.  Upon 
hearing  counsel  on  both  sides,  and  reading  the  affidavit  of  G.  J.  Ma- 
hew  and  the  affidavit  of  W.  Mackenzie,  the  affidavit  of  J.  V.  Jagger 
and  the  affidavit  of  8.  L.  Lucena,  I  do  order  that  the  plaintiff  do,  if 
in  his  power,  produce  and  show  to  the  defendants,  their  attorneys  or 
agents,  a  letter  written  and  sent  by  one  James  Bayley  Farmer,  to  the 
plaintiff,  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  June,  1851,  a  letter  written  and  sent 
by  one  A.  G.  Pooley  to  the  plaintiff,  on  or  about  the  2d  of  June,  1851, 
within  ten  days ;  and  that  the  defendants  i>e  at  liberty  to  take  extracts 
Gt  copies  thereof  on  payment  of  such  costs  as  the  Master  may  think 
fit  on  taxation.  That  if  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  able  to  produce  the 
letters,  he  shall  make  and  file  an  affidavit  to  that  effect  within  three 
days,  and  that  in  default  thereof  all  further  proceedings  be  stayed 
until  payment  That  the  yenue  be  changed  to  Middlesex  on  payment 
of  costs  (to  be  taxed)  become  fruitless  by  such  change  of  venue. 
That  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty  to  demur  generally  to  any  dt  the  pleas 
pleaded,  counsel's  fees  to  be  allowed  in  costs,  and  that  the  time  for 
inspection  under  the  order  herein  of  the  13th  of  March,  1852,  be  also 
enlarged  for  ten  days." 

The  defendants  not  having  drawn  up  the  order  on  the  morning  of 
the  19th,  the  plaintiff,  between  4  and  5  o'clock  of  the  afternoon  of  that 
day  obtained  a  summons  to  compel  the  defendants  to  abide  by  the 
terms  of  the  order.  Between  5  and  6  o'clock  on  the  afternoon  of  the 
same  day,  the  defendants'  attorney,  drew  up  and  served  upon  the 
plaintiff  the  order  of  the  19th  of  March,  solely,  as  was  stated  in  the 
defendants'  affidavits,  in  consequence  of  the  above-mentioned  sum- 
mons having  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  In  consequence  of  the 
order,  the  plaintiff  had  suspended  his  preparations  for  the  trial  of  the 
cause  at  the  Surrey  assizes.  The  defendants  took  no  steps  towards 
changing  the  venue,  but  the  venue  was  afterwards  changed  to  Middle- 
sex by  the  plaintiff 

Bramwell  and  Honyman^  for  the  defendants,  now  showed  cause. 
This  order  is  conditional  only.  It  contains  no  words  of  agreement. 
Its  effect  is  merely  this,  that  if  the'*defendants  do  not  pay  the  costs, 
they  do  not  become  entitled  to  change  the  venue.  But  if  they  do  not 
change  the  venue,  they  are  not  bound  to  pay  the  icosts.  In  this  case 
the  defendants  did  not  change  the  venue.  It  was  changed  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  might  have  demanded  the  costs,  and  if  the 
defendants  had  refused  to  pay  them,  he  might  have  taken  the  cause 
down  for  trial  in  Surrey.  The  plaintiff's  remedy  was  by  trying  the 
cause  in  Surrey  if  the  defendants  refused  to  pay  the  costs,  or  by 
asking  the  judge  who  made  the  order  to  make  it  on  the  terms  that  the 
costs  should,  at  all  events,  be  paid  by  the  defendants.  Field  v.  Sawyer^ 
5  Com.  B.  Rep.  844 ;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Eep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  211 ;  Pugh  v. 
JTcrr,  5  Mee.  &  W.  164 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.jfN.  s.)  Exch.  255 ;  Price  v. 
Philcox^  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  559,  and  Fricker  v.  Eastman^  11  East,  319,  are 
in  point. 
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Oarth,  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  stopped  by  the  court 

Parke,  B.  I  think  this  rule  must  be  absolute.  The  words  <^  on 
payment  of  costs  "  may  be  either  words  of  agreement  or  words  im- 
porting a  condition.  In  the  case  of  Pugh  v.  Kerr,  we  considered 
them  to  be  words  of  condition  only.  In  the  present  case  the  time 
that  has  been  suffered  to  elapse  before  the  trial,  and  the  rest  of  the 
order  relating  to  the  inspection  of  the  letters,  show  that  it  was 
intended  that  the  venue  should  be  changed  and  the  costs  paid  abso- 
lutely ;  consequently  the  words  in  the  order,  "  on  payment  of  costs," 
are  words  of  agreement  and  not  words  of  condition  only. 

Pollock,  C.  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  and  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Rule  absolute. 


Hankin  17.  Bennett.^ 

Jane  26, 1852. 

Bankrupt  Act — 6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  56 —  ConHnffent  Debt —  Contin- 
gent  Liability  —  Bankruptcy  Certificate  —  Surety. 

m 

The  defendant  executed  a  bond,  whereby  he  became  liable  as  a  surety  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff 
such  costs  as  the  plaintiff  should  in  due  course  of  law  be  liable  to  pay,  in  case  a  verdict 
should  pass  for  certain  defendants  in  an  action  of  scire  facias ;  wherein  the  now  plaintiff 
sued  as  a  nominal  party.  The  action  on  the  Kire/actas  was  tried,  at  the  spring  assizes 
in  1848,  and  a  yerdict  was  found  for  the  then  defendants ;  after  which,  in  £aster  term,  a 

k  rule  fiiM  for  a  new  trial  was  obtained.  In  the  November  following,  the  defendant  in  the 
present  action  became  a  bankrupt  In  Hilary  term,  1849,  die  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  dis- 
charged. In  May,  the  defendant  obtained  his  certificate,  and  in  August,  the  costs  in  the 
action  on  the  tdre/adas  were  taxed,  and  final  judgment  signed  against  the  now  plain- 
tiff:— 

Heidy  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  not  barred  by  the  defendant's  certificate,  the  debt  not 
being  a  contingent  debt  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  56,  but  only  a  contingent  lia- 
bility. 

Debt.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant,  by  his  bond, 
became  bound  to  the  plaintiff  in  200/.,  subject  to  a  condition  for 
making  the  same  void,  if  one  F.  T.  Gell  and  the  defendant,  or  either 
of  them,  should  pay  to  the  plaintiff  such  costs  as  the  plaintiff  should, 
in  due  course  of  law,  be  liable  to  pay  in  case  a  verdict  shoulj^  pass 
for  certain  defendants  in  an  action  of  scire  facias  then  pending,  which 
had  been  brought  by  one  Ide  Cozens,  in  the  name  of  the  now  plaintiff, 
as  plaintiff;  that  afterwards,  at  the  Hertfordshire  spring  assizes  in 
1848,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  defendants  in  the  said  action ;  that  in 
August,  1849,  the  costs  of  the  said  defendants  were  taxed  at  542/.  3^., 
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which  sum  the  plaintiff  then  became  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  defend- 
ants; that  the  now  defendant  and  the  said  F.  T.  Gell  had  not 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  said  costs,  whereby  the  bond  became  for- 
feited. 

Third  plea,  that  on  the  29th  of  March,  1849,  the  defendant  became 
bankrupt,  and  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  the  bank- 
ruptcy. 

At  the  trial,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after 
Hilary  term,  1850,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  2002., 
subject  to  the  following 

Case.  In  1819,  one  T.  Hankin  entered  up  judgment  against  J.  Smith 
and  John  Cozens,*  on  a  warrant  of  attorney  given  to  secure  payment 
of  3,000/.  from  Smith  to  T.  Hankin.  J.  Cozens  died  in  1337,  and 
T.  Hankin  died  soon  after,  having  made  the  plaintiff  his  executor. 
In  February,  1846,  one  Ide  Cozens,  claiming  to  be  assignee  of  the 
judgment  debt  under  an  assignment  from  John  Hankin,  sued  out  a 
sci.fa.  against  the  heirs  and  4evisees  of  Smith  for  enforcing  the  judg- 
ment A  judge,  thereupon,  made  an  order  for  Ide  Cozens  to  give  the 
now  plaintiff  security  for  such  costs  as  the  latter  might  have  to  pay 
in  the  event  of  the  defendants  in  the  sci.fa.  succeeding  in  that  action. 
In  June,  1846,  the  defendant  and  one  F.  T.  Gell  became  security  for 
200/.,  and -then  executed  the  bond  on  which  this  action  is  brought 
The  condition  of  the  bond  sufficiently  appears  from  the  declaration. 
The  action  on  the  scire  facias  was  tried,  at  the  Hertfordshire  spring 
assizes  in  1848,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the .  defendants.  In 
Easter  term,  1848,  Ide  Cozens  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
which  rule  was  in  Hilary  term,  1840,  heard  and  discharged. 

In  November,  1848,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued  against  the  now 
defendant,  under  which  he  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  he  obtained 
his  certificate  in  May,  1849.  The  costs  of  the  defendants  in  the  scire 
facias  were  taxed  at  the  sum  of  542/.  2^.  8rf.,  in  August,  1849,  and 
judgment  was  then  signed  thereon  against  the  now  plaintiff.  The 
question  was,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  retain  the  issue 
joined  on  the  last  plea. 

Cleasby,  for  the  plaintiff  (June  9  and  10).  The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  judgment,  for  this  is  not  a  contingent  debt  provable  under  the 
commission,  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,«8.  56.  Bire  v.  Moreauj  4  Bing. 
57  ;  8.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  C.  P.  61,  applies.  There  the  defendant 
obtained  a  verdict  in  July,  and  the  plaintiff  became  a  bankrupt  in 
August,  and  judgment  was  obtained  against  him  in  Michaelmas  term 
following,  and  a  certificate  under  the  commission  was  obtained  for 
him  in  the  same  term.  It  was  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to 
an  execution  for  the  costs  of  the  action,  notwithstanding  the  6  Geo. 
4,  c.  16,  8.  56. 

[Platt,  B.   What  affidavit  of  debt  could  the  plaintiff  have  made?] 
None.     To  make  it  the  case  of  a  debt  provable  under  the  com- 
mission, it  must  be  provable  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy.   Ex  parte 
Marshall^  1  Mont.  &  Ayr.  118 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Bankr.  37, 
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is  in  point  The  contingency  must  be  as  to  the  debt  being  payable 
or  not.  In  re  Willis^  4  Exch.  Rep.  530 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Eep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  30,  shows  that,  under  the  Bankrupt  Act,  a  claim  on  a  guaranty 
for  a  sum  certain  when  due  is  provable  as  a  debt;  and  before  it  is 
due  is  provable  as  a  debt  due  on  a  contingency.  A  liability  to  rail- 
way calls  is  not  a  debt  due  on  a  contingency,  for  the  contingency  is 
not  capable  of  valuation,  and  it  is  uncertain  in  its  nature.  The  South 
Staffordshire  Railway  Company  v.  Bumsidey  5  Exch.  Rep,  129 ;  s.  c. 
2  Eng.  Rep.  418.  At  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  in  November,  1848, 
the  rule  for  the  new  trial  in  the  action  of  scire  facias  was  pending. 
The  costs  were  not  taxed  until  August,  1849,  and  until  that  time  it 
could  not  be  ascertained  whether  the'  defendants  in  that  action 
would  have  to  pay  or  to  receive  costs.  There  was  no  contingent 
debt ;  there  was  nothing  but  a  contingent  liability. 

C,  E.  Pollock^  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  is  barred  by  the 
defendant's  certificate,  for  the  debt  was  provable  under  the  com- 
mission. The  defendant  became  bound  to  pay  such  costs  to  the 
plaintiff  as  the  plaintiff  should  become  liable  to  pay  "  in  due  course 
of  law."  The  verdict  was  obtained  in  Hilary  vacation,  1848 ;  the 
judgment,  therefore,  in  due  course  of  law,  might  have  been  obtained 
in  Easter  term  following,  which  was  prior  to  the  bankruptcy. 

I^Platt,  B.  You  undertook  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  against  the 
ultimate  costs. 

Martin,  B.     Ide  Cozens  was  dominus  litis.] 

The  plaintiff  Hankin  chose  to  put  himself  into  the  hands  of  Cozens, 
but  the  defendant  is  not  to  be  bound  by  the  acts  of  Cozens.  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  procure  the  costs  to  be  taxed  according  to 
the  principle  laid  down  in  Candler  v.  Fuller^  Willes,  62.  In  Hodg- 
son  V.  Bell^  7  Term  Rep,  97,  the  surety  did  not  become  liable  to  pay 
the  money  in  the  first  instance.  That  was  merely  a  case  of  liability, 
and  yet  it  was  held  that  the  surety  might  have  proved  his  debt  under 
the  commission. 

[Martin,  B.  That  case  was  decided  on  the  ground  of  a  forfeiture 
of  the  bond  having  taken  place.  If,  in  the  present  case,  the  bond  had 
become  forfeited  before  the  bankruptcy,  you  would  be  right.] 

The  bond  has  been  forfeited  in  spirit 

[Martin,  B.  The  plaintiff  did  not  become  liable  until  the  costs 
were  ascertained.] 

He  cited  and  mentioned  Brown  v.  Fleetwood^  5  Mee.  &  W.  19 ; 
8.  c.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  169 ;  Deacon's  Bankruptcy  Cases, 
last  edit.  p.  264 ;  Boutejlour  v.  Cba/5,  Cowp.  25  ;  Dinsdale  v.  Eames, 
2  B.  &  B.  8,  and  Ex  parte  Harrison,  3  Mont.  D.  &  D.  350. 

Cleasby,  in  reply.  The  law  as  to  this  point  is  confined  to  contin- 
gent debts,  and  does  not  extend  to  contingent  liabilities.  To  make 
it  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  under  the  commission,  some- 
thing must  exist  that  can  properly  be  called  a  debt.  There  could  not 
be  any  debt  due  before  the  bankruptcy,  from  the  present  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  there  never  was  a  debt  due  from  the  original  plain- 
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tiff  to  the  original  defendants  before  the  bankruptcy.  He  cited  and 
referred  to  Taylor  v.  Youtiff,  3  B.  &  Aid.  521 ;  Hinton  v.  Acramatif 
2  Com.  B.  Rep.  367;  s.  c.  15  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  52,  and  Broug-h 
V.  Adcock,  7  Bing.  760 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  C.  P.  230. 

Our,  adv.  viitt. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  ^  was  now  delivered  by 

Martin,  B.  (After  stating  the  facts,  his  lordship  proceeded.)  The 
question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  action  on  the  bond,  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  these  costs,  was  barred  by  the  certifi- 
cate ?  We  are  of  opinion  that  it  was  not.  The  bond  itself  was  not 
forfeited  at  the  time  when  the  fiat  issued ;  if  it  had  been,  the  question 
would  have  arisen  whether  the  demand  was  provable  under  the 
authority  of  the  case  of  Hodgson,  v.  Bell ;  but  it  is  quite  clear  that 
no  action  whatever  could  have  been  maintained  on  the  bond,  on  the 
14th  of  November,  1848,  when  the  fiat  issued ;  the  defendant,  there- 
fore, could  derive  no  advantage  from  the  principle  laid  down  in  the 
above  case.  It  was  argued  that  the  liability  continued,  as  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond  was  a  debt  payable  on  a  contingency  within  the 
6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  56,  the  Bankrupt  Act,  which  was  in  force  at  the 
time  when  the  fiat  was  issued  against  the  defendant ;  and  that  it  was 

Erovable  under  the  fiat,  and  a  demand,  therefore,  barred.  We  think, 
owever,  this  liability  was  not  a  debt  at  all  within  the  meaning  of 
the  section.  It  was  a  contract  to  indemnify  a  nominal  plaintiff,  whose 
name  was  used  by  a  third  person,  against  such  costs  as  the  plaintiff 
would  become  liable  to  pay  if  the  defendants  obtained  judgment  in 
their  favor.  It  seems  to  us  impossible  to  consider  that  this  is  a  debt 
It  is  a  contingent  liability,  but  not  a  contingent  debt.  The  case  of 
Bire  v.  Moreau  decided  that  the  costs  themselves  would  not  be  a  con- 
tingent debt;  d  fortioriy  we  think  the  contract  to  indemnify  against 
them  could  not  be  one.  Ex  parte  Tindal,  8  Bing.  402 ;  s.  c.  1  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Chanc.  193.  The  nature  of  debts  payable  on  a  contin- 
gency, provable  under  a  fiat,  was  fully  considered  by  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Brougham,  assisted  by  the  late  Lord  Chief  Justice  Tindal  and 
Justice  Littledale ;  and  there  is  nothing  there  to  be  found  to  support 
the  view  that  such  a  liability  as  the  present  is  provable  under  the 
56th  section  of  the  late  act  In  the  case  of  Morrison  v.  Glover^ 
4  Exch.  430 ;  s.  c.  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  20,  decided  in  1849,  the 
court  carefully  avoided  giving  any  opinion  as  to  the  right  to  prove  on 
a  bond  of  indemnity,  when  the  damage  was  not  ascertained  at  the 
time  of  the  claim  to  prove.  That  was  a  case  arising  on  a  guaranty 
to  pay  a  certain  sum  yearly,  —  a  very  different  contract  firom  the 
present  It  is  proper  to  be  observed,  under  the  Bankrupt  Consolida- 
tion Act,  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106,  s.  177,  that  the  section  in  the  former 
statute  as  to  debts  payable  on  a  contingency  is  reenacted ;  and  by 


1  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Aldebsok,  B.,  Flatt,  B.,  and  Mabtdt,  B. 
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the  178th  section  there  is  an  extension  of  the  right  to  claim  and  prove 
for  a  liability  to  pay  money  on  a  contingency.  The  judgment  will  be 
for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Atkinson  and  another  v,  Stephens,^ 

April  17,  1852. 

,  « 

Pleading'  —  Demurrer  —  Plea  to  Damages  —  Declaration  —  Sale  of 
Goods  at  an  Intermediate  Port  to  defray  the  Repairs  of  the  Ship  — 
Liability  of  Sliipowner  where  the  Vessel  does  not  arrive  at  her  Port 
of  Destination. 

A  declaration  in  assumpsit  stated  that  the  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  ship  at  a  cer- 
tain port  bejond  the  seas,  and  bound  from  thence  to  London ;  that  the  plaintiffs  caused 
certain  goods  to  be  shipped  on  board  the  said  ship  at  the  said  port^  to  be  carried  thence  to 
London,  and  then  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  for  certain  freight ;  that  the  ship  set  sail  and 
proceeded  on  her  voyage ;  that  having  been  injured  by  tempestuous  weather,  the  master  was 
obliged  to  put  into  the  port  of  Monte  Video,  in  order  to  have  her  repaired ;  that  to  pay  for 
these  repairs,  it  became  necessary  for  the  master  to  raise  money,  and  without  his  so  doing 
the  vessel  would  have  been  unable  to  leave  the  port;  and  that  the  master,  not  being  able 
to  obtain  the  money  otherwise,  took  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  and  sold  them  for  a  certain 
sum,  with  which  he  paid  the  expenses  of  £e  repairs ;  that  the  defendant  promised  to  pay  the 
pUintiifs  the  value  for  which  the  goods  would  have  been  sold  had  they  been  delivered  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  in  London. 

Plea,  so  far  as  the  declaration  claims  or  seeks  to  recover  damages  beyond  the  value  of  the 
ship  and  freight  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  respect  of  the  breaches  of  promise  complained 
of,  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  not  to  maintain  their  action  to  recover  damages  to  a  greater 
amount  than  aforesaid,  because,  after  the  goods  were  shipped,  and  before  any  part  had  been 
conveyed  to  London,  and  whilst  they  were  in  the  custody  and  under  the  control  of  the 
master,  the  master  wrongfully  and  without  any  authority  from  the  defendant,  and  without 
his  knowledge,  privity,  or  consent,  sold  the  goods,  and  the  defendant  thereby  was  unable 
to  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiffs.  That  the  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  the 
owner  of  a  British  ship  duly  registered ;  that  the  goods  were  shipped  by  being  received  into 
the  custody  of  the  master;  and  that  the  defendant  never  personally  accepted  or  received,  nor 
did  he  interfere  with  them  or  the  shipping  or  the  sale,  except  as  such  owner  of  the  vessel ; 
that  the  shipping  and  sale  took  place  after  the  1st  of  September,  1813,  and  that  the  sale 
was  done  without  the  fault  or  pnvity  of  the  defendant ;  ana  further,  that  the  value  of  the 
ship,  together  with  the  value  of  the  freight  due  or  to  grow  due  during  the  voyage,  did  not 
exceed  a  certain  sum  therein  named :  — 

Held^  on  special  demurrer,  first,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  was  pleaded  merely  to  the 
damages. 

Secondly,  that  when  goods  forming  part  of  the  freight  of  a  ship  have  been  sold  at  an  inter- 
mediate port  to  defray  expenses  necessarily  incurred  in  repairing  the  vessel,  the  merchant 
is  not  entitled  to  claim  from  the  shipowner  the  price  which  they  might  have  realized  at  the 
port  of  delivery  unless  the  ship  arrives ;  and  that  as  the  declaration  did  not  contain  any 
averment  of  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  her  port  of  destination,  it  was  bad. 

Sanbley  that  the  plea  did  not  bring  the  case  within  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  159. 

ASSUMPSIT.  The  second  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the 
defendant  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  ship,  then  being  at  Buenos 
Ayres,  and  bound  from  thence  to  London ;  and  thereupon  the  plain- 

1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  829. 
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tiffs,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  caused  to 
be  shipped  on  board  of  the  ship  at  Buenos  Ayres  divers  goods  and 
merchandises  of  the  plaintiffs  of  great  value,  to  be  carried  in  the  ship 
from  Buenos  Ayres  to  London ;  and  there  to  be  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs,  for  certain  freight,  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defend- 
ant, according  to  certain  bills  of  lading ;  that  the  ship  set  sail  on  her 
voyage  from  Buenos  Ayres  to  London  with  the  goods  and  merchan- 
dises of  the  plaintiffs,  and  certain  other  cargo  on  board  thereof,  and 
afterwards  and  while  on  her  voyage  she  was,  by  the  violence  of  the 
winds  and  waves,  and  by  means  of  tempestuous  weather,  greatly* 
damaged,  and  in  consequence  thereof,  the  master  w^as  forced  to  and 
did  necessarily  cause  the  ship  to  put  into  Monte  Video,  to  have  the 
damage  repaired.  And  the  damage  was  then  and  there  repaired. 
That  the  costs  and  expenses  thereby  incurred  by  the  defendant  in  the 
repairing  the  damage,  and  in  the  providing  the  necessary  stores, 
amounted  to  5,000/.  And  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  the  ship,  and 
of  paying  for  repairing,  and  of  enabling  the  ship  to  leave  the  port  and 
proceed  to  sea,  it  became  necessary  for  the  master  to  raise  large 
sums  of  money,  and  without  his  so  doing  the  ship  would  have  been 
unable  to  leave  the  port  or  proceed  to  sea.  And  the  said  ship,  toge- 
ther with  the  freight  to  be  earned,  would  have  been  wholly  lost  to  the 
defendant ;  and  because  the  master  had  not  then,  and  could  not  oth- 
erwise, obtain  the  money  so  necessary  as  aforesaid,  the  master  did, 
for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  money,  take  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs 
and  sell  the  same  for  1,200/.,  with  which  money,  together  with  the 
sum  of  3,800/.,  realized  by  the  sale  of  other  goods  of  the  cargo,  by 
the  master  in  like  manner  sold,  the  costs  and  expenses  so  incurred 
were  paid.  And  the  defendant  did  then,  in  consideration  of  the  pre- 
mises, promise  the  plaintiffs  that  he  would,  on  the  request  of  the 
plaintiffs,  pay  them  the  value  of  the  goods  and  merchandises  so  sold 
and  contracted  to  be  carried,  conveyed  and  delivered,  for  which  the 
same  might  have  been  sold,  had  the  same  been  delivered  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiffs  at  the  port  of  London ;  that  the  value  of  the 
goods  and  merchandise  so  sold,  for  which  the  same  might  have  been 
sold  at  London,  had  the  same  been  delivered  there  to  the  plaintiffs, 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  2,500/.,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  no- 
tice, and  was  afterwards  requested  by  the  plaintiffs  to  pay  to  them 
the  said  last-mentioned  moneys.  Breach,  non-payment  The  third 
and  fourth  counts  were  similar. 

Plea  to  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts,  so  far  as  the  same 
claim  or  seek  to  recover  damages  beyond  the  value  of  the  ship  and 
freight  hereinafter  mentioned,  in  respect  of  the  breaches  of  promise, 
the  defendant  says  that  the  plaintiffs  ought  not  to  maintain  their  ac- 
tion against  him  to  recover  any  damages  beyond,  or  to  a  greater 
amount  than  aforesaid  in  respect  of  the  said  breaches  of  promise  in 
the  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts,  because  the  said  several  goods 
and  merchandises  w^ere  so  caused  to  be  shipped  and  loaded  on  board 
the  ship  at  the  same  time,  and  to  be  carried  on  the  same  voyage  as 
part  of  the  same  cargo  ;  and  that  afterwards,  the  ship  sailed  on  her 
voyage  from  Buenos  Ayres  to  London,  with  the  goods  and  raerchan- 
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dises  on  board  ;  and  that  after  the  ship  had  so  sailed,  and  before  she 
had  completed  her  voyage,  and  before  any  part  of  her  goods  and  mer- 
chandises had  been  carried  to  the  port  of  London,  and  whilst  they 
were  in  the  custody  and  under  the  control  of  the  master  of  the  ship, 
the  master  of  the  ship,  on  the  occasion  of  the  said  sales,  wrongfully, 
and  without  any  authority  from  the  defendant,  and  without  his  know- 
ledge, privity,  or  consent,  sold  and  disposed  of,  as  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  (he  said  goods  and  merchandises,  and  then  caused  and 
permitted  the  same  to  be  sold  to,  and  carried  away  by  divers  persons, 
at  Monte  Video,  which  is  the  sale  in  the  several  counts  mentioned ; 
and  the  defendant  then,  thereby  became,  and  was  unable  to  deliver 
the  same  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  did  not  deliver  the  same  to  the 
plaintiffs ;  that  before  and  at  the  time  when  the  said  goods  and 
merchandises  were  so  shipped,  delivered,  accepted,  and  received  on 
board  of  the  ship  a^  aforesaid,  the  defendant  was,  and  has  been, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  disposal  and  carrying  away  of 
the  said  goods  and  merthandises,  was  the  owner*  of  the  ship  or  ves- 
sel, the  same  being  a  British  ship,  duly  registered ;  and  that  the  said 
goods  and  merchandises  were  so  caused  to  be  shipped  and  loaded  on 
board  the  ship,  by  the  same  being  laden  and  put  on  board  the  said 
ship  or  vessel,  and  received  into  the  custody  of  the  master  of  the  ship, 
whilst  the  defendant  was  such  owner,  and  the  defendant  never  per- 
sonally accepted  or  received  the  said  goods  and  merchandises,  nor  did 
he  in  any  way  interfere  with  them  or  the  shipping  or  loading  thereof, 
or  the  sale  or  disposal,  or  carrying  away  thereof,  nor  was  he  in  any 
way,  save  by  Ijis  being  such  owner,  concerned  therein,  and  the  gOods 
and  merchandises  were  so  laden  and  put  on  board  the  ship  or  vessel, 
as  aforesaid,  and  were  so  sold,  disposed  of,  and  carried  away,  and  lost 
to  the  plaintiffs,  after  the  first  day  of  September,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirteen,  and  the  said  sale,  dis- 
posal, and  carrying  away  thereof,  was  an  act,  matter,  and  thing  done 
and  occasioned  without  the  fault  or  privity  of  the  defendant ;  and 
that  the  value  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  at  the  time  of  the  said  goods 
and  merchandises  being  so  sold,  disposed  of,  carried  away,  or  at  any 
time  from  the  time  when  the  said  goods  and  merchandises  were  laden 
and  put  on  board  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  did  not,  together  with  the 
value  of  the  freight  due,  or  to  grow  due,  for  or  during  the  said  voy- 
age, exceed  the  sum  of  1,100^ ;  but  the  value  of  the  said  vessel  and 
freight  due,  and  to  grow  due,  for,  and  during  the  said  voyage,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  said  loss,  amounted  to  a  certain  sum,  not  exceeding 
the  said  sum  of  1,100^,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1,100^,  and  no  more ;  and 
no  other  freight  or  voyage  was  contracted  for  in  respect  of  the  said 
ship  or  vessel,  at  the  time  of  the  happening  of  the  said  loss  or  dam- 
age. Verification.  Prayer  of  judgment,  if  the  plaintiffs  ought  to 
maintain  their  action  as  to  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  counts,  to  re- 
cover any  damage  beyond,  or  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  said  value 
of  the  said  ship  or  freight. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause,  inter  cdia^  that  ;the  plea  was 
not  pleaded  to  the  causes  of  action  in  the  counts  mentioned,  but  to 
the  amount  of  damages,  and  that  the  fact  of  the  sale  as  alleged  being 
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wrongful,  and  done  without  the  privity  of  the  defendant,  was  no  de* 
fence ;  that  the  plea  amounted  to  the  general  issue,  and  that  the  sta- 
tutes on  which  the  plea  professed  to  be  founded,  ought  to  have  been 
specially  pleaded. 

The  case  was  partly  argued  in  Trinity  term,  1851  (June  11),  and 
stood  over  to  last  Hilary  term  (Jan.  19). 

J.  Wilde,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  stopped  by  the  court, 
who  called  upon 

Willesj  to  support  the  plea.     The  plea  is  good. 

[Mart^^,  B.  I  doubt  whether  the  plea  is  good  in  substance,  as  it 
appears  to  me  to  show  a  lawful  mode  of  borrowing  money,  and, 
therefore,  it  does  not  fall  within  the  53  Qe6.  3,  c.  159.] 

The  validity  of  the  loan  would  depend  on  whether  the  transaction 
was  legal. 

[Parke,  B.  The  plea  is  bad,  as  it  is  merely  pleaded  to  the  damage, 
and  as  it  does  not  deny  the  allegation  that  the  goods  were  necessarily 
sold  by  the  master  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  vessel  to  continue 
the  voyage.  I  do  not  think  that  it  brings  the  case  within  the  53  Gieo. 
3,  c.  159,  the  7  Geo.  2,  c  15,  and  the  26  Geo.  3,  a  86.] 

At  all  events  the  declaration  is  bad.  The  facts  stated,  show  an 
executed  consideration,  and  afford  no  foundation  for  the  promise  al- 
leged. There  is  a  statement  that  the  vessel  was  compelled  to  put 
into  port  to  get  repaired,  and  that  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  were  sold 
to  lAeet  the  expenses  of  the  repairs ;  but  there  is  no  /iverment  that 
the  ship  subsequently  arrived  at  her  place  of  destination.  There  was 
no  duty,  therefore,  imposed  on  the  owner  of  the  ship  to  pay  to  the  mer- 
chant the  price  which  the  goods  would  have  realized  had  they  been 
disposed  of  at  the  place  of  discharge.  According  to  the  views  stated 
in  Duncan  v.  Benson,  1  Exch.  B«p.  537 ;  s.  c.  17  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Bxch.  238 ;  in  error,  3  Exch.  Rep.  644 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  169,  a  contract  to  indemnify  the  owner  of  the  goods  for  the 
loss  he  had  sustained  is  created  by  the  sale ;  but  the  amount  of  indem- 
nity to  which  he  is  entitled,  is  the  sum  which  they  actually  produce 
at  the  intermediate  port  Richardson  v.  Nourse,  3  B.  &  Aid.  237. 
The  case  resembles  one  of  general  average,  and  must  be  governed  by 
the  same  rules.  In  Abbott  on  Shipping,  5th  edit  p.  371,  the  law  on 
the  subject  is  stated  to  be  as  follows:— '<  If  the  master,  being  com- 
pelled to  take  refuge  in  a  foreign  port  during  the  course  of  his  voyage 
has  occasion  for  money  for  the  repairs  of  the  ship,  or  other  expenses 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  and  complete  the  voyage,  and 
cannot  otherwise  obtain  it,  he  may,  as  hath  been  before  observed,  either 
hypothecate  the  whole  cargo,  or  sell  a  part  of  it  for  that  purpose.  In 
the  latter  case,  if  the  ship  reach  the  place  of  destination,  the  merchant 
will  be  entitled  to  the  clear  value  for  which  the  goods  might  have 
been  sold  at  that  place,  or  be  may  take  the  sum  for  which  the  goods 
actually  sold ;  and  if  he  is  content  to  do  so,  he  may  deduct  that  sum 
from  the  money  payable  for  the  freight  of  the  other  goods;  and  this, 
although  the  owner  may  Have  assigned  the  freight  to  a  third  persony 
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and  th'e  goods  were  sold  without  an  urgent  necessity.  If  the  ship 
afterwards  perish,  and  reach  not  the  destined  port,  the  ordinance  of 
Wisbuy  expressly  declares  that  the  money  raised  by  the  sale  shall  be 
paid  to  the  merchant  by  the  master ;  and  Cleirac,  Koricke,  Valin,  and 
Pothier  agree  in  opinion  that  the  money  is  'in  such  case  due,  not  only 
from  the  master,  but  also  from  the  owners,  because  it  was  expended  for 
a  purpose  of  which  they  were  at  all  events  liable  to  sustain  the  charge. 
But  none  of  the  other  ordinances  contain  such  a  provision ;  and  Eme- 
rigon  contends,  on  the  authority  of  the  Consolato  del  Mare,  and  of 
the  ordinances  of  01eron,and  Antwerp,  that  the  money  is  only  paya- 
ble in  case  of  the  safe  arrival  of  the  ship,  which  was  the  opipion  also 
of  several  whom  Pothier  consulted.  And  this  doctrine  seems  the 
more  reasonable,  as  the  merchant  is  not  thereby  placed  in  a  worse 
situation  than  if  his  goods  had  not  been  sold,  but  had  remained  on 
board  the  ship.  I  cannot  find  that  the  question  ever  arose  in  this 
country.  By  the  Code  de  Commerce,  the  master  is  to  account  for 
the  price  received,  deducting  the  freight,"  article  298..  In  HaUett  v. 
Wlgram^  19  Law  J*  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  281,  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  held  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
which  the  goods  would  have  realized  at  the  place  of  discharge ;  but 
the  declaration  there  contained  an  averment  that  the  ship  had  actu- 
ally arrived. 

Wilde,  in  reply.  The  declaration  is  good.  The  argument,  that 
the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  the  port  of  discharge  was  indispensable  to 
the  recovery,  by  the  owner  of  the  fifoods,  of  the  price  which  they 
would  have  produced  at  that  port,  is  fallacious  and  not  supported  by 
the  authorities.  Richardson  v.  Nourse^  was  a  motion  to  set  aside  an 
award ;  and  all  that  the  court  decided  was,  that  they  would  not  dis- 
turb the  finding  of  the  arbitrator,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  he 
had  clearly  decided  contrary  to  law.  In  Hallett  v.  Wigramy  there  was 
indeed  an  allegation  that  the  vessel  had  arrived ;  but  that  fact  was 
not  dwelt  on  in  the  argument,  or  made  the  subject  of  the  decision. 
The  case  has  been  assimilated  to  one  of  general  average,  but  incor- 
rectly. The  sale  of  the  goods  was  effected,  not  for  the  general  ad- 
vantage, but  to  liquidate  expenses  for  which  the  shipowner  was  bound 
to  provide.  It  was,  therefore,  for  his  benefit  alone ;  and  the  question 
is  one  simply  between  him  and  the  proprietor  of  the  goods.  Powell 
v.  Gudgeon,  5  M.  &  S.  431.  It  was  a  species  of  loan  rendered  com- 
pulsory on  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  having  thus  cut  short  this 
adventure  by  the  sale  of  the  goods,  cannot  take  advantage  of  the 
non-arrival  of  the  vessel  to  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  the  profits  which 
they  might,  by  the  receipt  of  their  goods,  have  realized.  The  fcNreign 
authorities  are  not  agreed  on  this  point ;  but  the  majority  support  the 
position  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff.  By  the  23d  article  of  the 
judgment  of  Oleron,  Pardessus,  vol.  1.  339,  it  is  provided  that  the 
master  is  to  be  authorized  to  sell  the  goods  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
the  vessel ;  and  that,  on  her  arrival,  the  value  of  the  goods  at  the  port 
of  destination,  after  deducting  the  freight,  is  to  be  paid  to  the  owner. 
In  his  Treatise  on  Insurance,  vol.  2,  p.  474,  s.  9,  Emerigon  says  that 
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the  ordinance  of  Wisbuy,  article  68,  contains  a  singular  provision,  to 
the  effect  that  the  owner  shall  repay  to  the  merchant  the  value  of  the 
goods  sold,  although  the  ship  subsequently  perish,  and  that  Yalin  and 
Pothier  adopt  this  view.  In  Arnould  on  Insurance,  vol.  2,  p,  893,  the 
law  of  England  on  the  subject  is  stated  to  be  — "  That  where  goods 
are  sold  by  the  captain  in  order  to  raise  funds  for  repairing  particular 
average  losses,  or  for  defraying  the  ordinary  expenses  of  the  naviga- 
tion, the  loss  arising  from  their  sale  must  be  made  good  by  the  ship- 
owner alone ;  who  must,  in  such  case  pay  the  merchant  the  price 
which  the  goods  would  have  fetched  at  ^eir  place  of  destination, 
deducting  therefrom  the  freight  which  would  have  been  due  for  their 
conveyance." 

Our.  adv.  vuU, 

The  judgment  of  the  court  ^  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Pollock,  C.  B,  (after  stating  the  pleadings,  his  lordship  groceeded). 
The  first  question  that  was  raised  on  the  argument  was,  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  plea,  which  was  founded  on  the  statute  53  Geo.  3, 
c.  159 ;  the  court  intimated  its  opinion  that  the  plea  could  not  be 
supported  in  point  of  law.  If  this  be  a  loss  or  damage  within  the 
statute  (which  is,  to  say  the  least,  very  doubtful,  and,  indeed,  we 
think  it  is  not,  because  it  is  only  a  lawful  mode  of  borrowing  money 
for  the  necessary  purposes  of  the  ship),  the  plea  is  bad  in  form,  being 
a  plea  to  the  damages,  not  to  the  cause  of  action.  Mr.  Willes,  indeed, 
found  himself  obliged  to  give  up  the  plea,  and  addressed  himself  to 
the  declaration ;  and  the  only  question  now  is,  whether  the  second 
count  of  the  declaration  is  good.  The  third  and  fourth  stand  on  pre- 
cisely the  same  footing  as  the  second.  The  objection  to  the 
second  count  is,  that  the  past  consideration  alleged  does  not  support 
the  precise  promise  stated,  no  such  promise  following  as  a  conse- 
quence of  law  from  the  facts  previously  stated,  for  it  is  argued  that, 
though  the  defendant  may  be  bound  to  pay  the  price  of  the  goods  at 
the  place  of  sale,  or  at  the  port  of  delivery,  at  the  option  of  the 
plaintiffs,  yet  he  is  only  so  .bound  if  the  ship  arrive  at  the  port  of  des- 
tination ;  and  there  is  no  qualification  of  that  sort  alleged  in  the  pro- 
mise, nor  any  averment  that  the  vessel  did  arrive  at  her  destined  port 
of  delivery.     We  think  that  this  objection  ought  to  prevail. 

The  authorities  in  the  English  law  on  the  subject  are  few,  and 
consist  of  the  cases  of  Richardson  v,  Nourse,  Aloys  v.  Tobin^  before 
Lord  Ellenborough,  cited  in  Abbott  on  Shipping  372;  Campbell  v. 
Thompson^  1  Stark.  490 ;  Duncan  v.  Bensan,  also  in  the  case  of  HaUetl 
V.  fVigram,  which  is  a  decision  in  the  Common  Pleas.  None  of  these 
authorities  give  any  countenance  to  the  doctrine,  that  if  a*  master  seU 
the  goods  of  a  shipper  at  an  intermediate  port  for  necessary  repairs, 
the  shipper  can  claim  the  price  of  similar  goods  at  the  port  of  deli- 
very unless  the  vessel  arrived ;  and,  therefore,  the  promise  in  this  case, 


1  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Aldsrsok,  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 
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which  is  to  pay  the  valae  without  any  sach  condition,  as  if  the  goods 
had  arrived  at  the  port  of  delivery,  does  not  follow  as  an  inference  of 
law  from  the  premises.  In  the  case  of  Hailett  v.  Wigram  the  vessel 
bad  arrived  at  the  port  of  delivery ;  it  was  so  averred  in  the  declara- 
tion, and  a  promise  to  pay  the  value  at  that  port  on  request  was  a 
correct  statement  of  the  promise  which  the  law  would  infer.  Whether 
the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to  recover  the  price  for  which  the  goods  actu- 
ally sold,  (which  Lord  Tenterden  thinks  he  cannot  unless  the  vessel 
arrives,  because  the  merchant  ought  not  to  be  in  a  better  situation 
than  he  would  be  if  the  goods  had  not  been  sold,)  is  a  question,  that 
does  not  arise  on  the  record  as  it  is  now  framed.  Our  judgment 
must,  therefore,  be  for  the  defendant,  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  de- 
claration ;  but  Mr.  Wilde,  for  the  plaintiffs,  having  requested  leave  to 
amend  if  our  opinion  should  be  against  him,  he  is  at  liberty  to  do 
so  on  payment  of  costs,  otherwise  there,  will  be 


Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


Ward  v.  Ward.* 

« 

Juno  1, 1852. 

Prescription  —  Non-  User  —  Intention. 

Whether  mere  non-oser  of  a  right  amonnts  to  an  abandonment  of  the  right,  will  depend  upon 
the  circamstanoes  which  cansed  the  non-nser. 

Therefore,  where  the  nse  o%  an  immemorial  right  of  way  to  a  close,  was  discontinued 
becanse  the  occupiers  had  a  more  conyenient  access  to  it  oyer  another  dose  in  their 
occupation :  — 

Held,  that  the  non-user  afforded  no  evidence  of  an  intention  to  abandon  the  right 

Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  two  closes  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff,  with  horses,  carts,  &c. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly,  that  he  was 
seised  of  a  close  called  the  Stubbing  Pits,  and  he  then  prescribed  for 
an  immemorial  right  of  way  over  the  closes  in  question  to  and  from 
the  Stubbing  Pits,  and  for  the  occasions  thereof;  thirdly  and  fourthly, 
forty  and  twenty  years'  user  respectively  of  such  right  of  way  under 
the  Prescription  Act,  2  &  3  WilL  4,  c.  71.  The  replication  traversed 
the  rights  set  up  in  the  several  pleas,  and  the  plaintiff  also  new  as- 
signed in  respect  of  trespasses  extra  viam^  to  which  new  assignment 
the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

Upon  the  trial,  before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  at  the  Derbyshire  spring  as- 

•  sizes,  it  appeared  that  originally  the  owners  of  the  Stubbing  Pits 

were  entitled  to  and  used  the  way  in  dispute,  but  that  the  use  of 


1  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (if.  s.)  Ezch.  884. 
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such  way  had  been  substantially  discontinued  jBrom  1814,  until  about 
the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass.  During  this  interval  the  plaintiff 
himself  held  the  Stubbing  Pits  with  his  other  land  for  a  short  time  ; 
then  a  tenant  named  Bishop  held  it,  and  paid  an  acknowledgment  to 
the  plaintiff  for  using  a  different  means  of  access,  and  thpn  another 
tenant  held  it  for  twenty-six  yean,  during  all  which  time  he  discon- 
tinued the  way  in  question,  because  he  had  other  lands  of  his  own 
adjoining  the  stubbing  Pits,  which  furnished  him  with  a  shorter  and 
more  convenient  way  to»and  from  the  Stubbing  Pits,  but  in  order  to 
prevent  any  question  arising  as  to  a  right  being  acquired  on  his  own 
land,'  he  regularly  obtained  an  allowance  of  1^.  out  of  his  rent  as  an 
acknowledgement  for  the  use  of  the  way  over  his^own  land.  Upon 
these  facts,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  upon  all  the  pleas, 
with  405.  damages ;  leave  being  given  to  the  defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  in  his  favor  on  the  second  plea,  and  in  last  Easter 
term  a  rule  nisi  was  accordingly  obtained,  against  which,  in  Trinity 
term, 

Hayes  and  Deighton  showed  cause.^  There  has  been  an  actual 
disuse  of  the  alleged  way  for  more  than  thirty-four  years.  If  a  grant 
be  presumed  from  twenty  years  use  of  the  way,  a  surrender  will  in 
like  manner  be  presumed  from  a  disuse  for  the  like  period.  Moore 
V.  Rawson,  3  B.  &  C.  332 ;  s.  c.  3  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  32.  The  allow- 
ance made  to  the  .last  tenant  of  the  Stubbing  Pits  for  twenty-six 
years,  shows  that  the  landlord  was  well  aware  of  the  non-user,  and 
after  this  lapse  of  time  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  fall  back  on  his  ori- 
ginal right 

Macauley  was  not  called  upon  to  support  the  rule. 

Per  Ckiriam —  *  * 

The  original  right  is  not  affected  by  the  non-user  in  the  present 
case.  Non-user  may  often  be  good  evidence  of  an  abandonment  of 
the  right,  but  this  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances,  and  it  must 
always  be  a  question  of  intention.  The  non-user  in  the  present  case 
arose  from  the  circumstance  that  it  was  more  convenient  for  the 
tenant  of  the  Stubbing  Pits  to  go  over  his  own  land  instead  of  the 
plaintiff's,  and  he  did  so.  The  landlord  could  not  prevent  this,  and  it 
is  clear  that  no  new  right  was  acquired  thereby.  If,  therefore,  the 
owner  of  the  Stubbing  Pits  could  not  recur  to  the  original  way,  he 
would  be  without  any  means  of  access  to  the  close.  It  would  be 
absurd  to  presume  any  intention  to  abandon  the  way  under  these 
circumstances.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  upon  which  there  could  only 
be  one  finding.  The  verdict,  therefore,  ought  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendant  on  the  second  plea. 

Rule  absohUe? 

^  Before  Pollock,  G.  B.,  Aldkrsok,  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 

^  In  America,  also,  it  lias  been  often    jury,  whether  mere  non-user  of  a  right 
declared  to  be  a  question  solely  for  the    amounts  to  an  abandonment    Parkins  t. 
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PlNHORN   t;.    SoNSTEB4^ 
Noyember  15, 1852. 

Common  Law  Procedure  Aci^  15  Sf  16  VicU  c.  76,  ss.  49,  57  —  Spe- 

cial  Demurrers. 

Special  demurrers  pending  at  the  time  when  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  came  into 
operation  are  not  affected  bj  its  prorisionSi  but  must  be  decided  according  to  the  previous 
law. 

TRESPASS' guar e  clmisum  fregiL  The  defendant  had  pleaded  a 
jastification,  to  which  the  plaintiff  demurred  specially  on  the  15th  of 
May,  1852,  and  the  defendant  joined  in  demurrer  on  the  2l6t  of 

May. 

T.  Jones  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer ;  but 

Macnamara,  in  support  of  the  plea,  objected  that  special  demurrers 
were  abolished  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  15  &  16  Vict 
c.  76.  The  5l8t  section  enacts  '<  that  no  pleading  shall  be  deemed 
insufficient  for  any  defect  which  could  heretofore  only  be  objected  to 
by  special  demurrer."  This  section  applies  to  pending  demurrers. 
It  is  not  prospective  merely,  for  it  does  not  enact  that  no  pleading 
shall  be  specially  demurred  to,  but  that  no  pleading  shall  be  '^  deemed," 
that  is,  adjudged,  insufficient ;  and  the  word  "  heretofore  "  points  to 
the  nature  of  the  defect  which  might  formerly  have  been  objected  to. 
The  question  has  been  raised  in  the  Coi^t  of  Common  Pleas,  but  it 
was  then  unnecessary  to  decide  it 


Dunham^  8  Strobhart,  224j  (1848.)  An  Charley,  12  Jurist,  822,  (1848.^  Manning 
entire  and  continual  disuse  for  twenty  con-  y.  SmUh,  6  Connecticut,  289,  (1826.) 
secudve  years,  would  be  strong  evidence  In  Fennsjlvania,  it  has  been  saia  that 
of  an  intention  to  abandon  the  right  alto-  non-user  for  twenty-one  years  creates  a 
cether.  French  v.  Braintree  Manufacture  presumption  of  abandonment,  in  analogy 
ing  Company,  23  Pickering,  216,  n839.^  to  their  Statute  of  Limitations;  butnon- 
Cormn^v.  (5t>u^(/,  16  Wendell,  631,(1887.)  user  for  only  twenty  years  does  not 
Wright  v.  Freeman^  6  Harris  & -Johnson,  Dyer  v.  Depui,  6  "Wliarton,  584,  (1840.) 
468,(1828.)  And  where  file  right  was  originally  created 
Non-user  alone,  for  nine  years,  it  seems,  by  deed,  as  a  right  to  dl^  ore  on  the  land 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  warrant  a  jury  of  another,  it  h^  been  neld  not  lost  by  a 
in  inferring  an  abandonment  WilUams  v.  non-user  for  forty  years,  there  b^ng  in  the 
Nelson,  23  Pickering,  141,  (1839.)  Or  mean  time  no  adverse  possession  or  enjoy- 
any  period  less  than  twenty  years.  Emer-  ment  Arnold  y.  Stevens,  24  Pickenng, 
son  y.  Wiley,  10  Pickering,  810,  (1830.)  106,  (1839,)  and  see  White  v.  Crawford, 
Hurd  y.  CuHis,  7  Metcalf,  94,  (1843.)  10  Massachusetts,  183,  (1813.)  It  would, 
McBee  y.  Loftis,  8  Strobhart,  £q.  90,  of  course  be  extinguished,  like  other  rights 
(1845.)  Althoii^h  non-user  coupled  with  by  adverse  occupation,  the  statutory  time, 
otlier  facts,  in£cattng  such  intention,  Feai;2e  y.  iVace,  2  Wharton,  123,  (1887.) 
might  of  course  be  sufficient    Regina  v. 

• 
^  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  b.)  £zch.  836 ;  16  Jar.  1001 ;  8  Exchequer  Rep.  138, 
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[Platt,  B.  The  51st  section  applies  to  the  demoirers  mentioned 
in  the  50th  section.^  ] 

If  the  50th  section  applies  only  to  future  pleadings,  the  51st  sec- 
tion must  apply  to  special  demurrers  then  pending ;  for  after  the  24th 
of  October,  when  the  act  came  into  operation,  there  can  be  no  spe- 
cial demurrers.  This  is  a  remedial  act,  and,  as  is  expressed  in  the 
recital,  passed  to  render  the  process,  practice  and  mode  of  pleading 
more  simple  and  speedy,  and  should  be  construed  liberally* 

[Alderson,  B.  The  52d  section  ^  clearly  refers  only  to  future 
pleadings,  and  why  should  we  try  and  spell  out  an  injustice  ?] 

There  is  no  injustice,  as  the  statute  substantially  declares  that 
objections  in  the  nature  of  special  demurrers  are  frivolous ;  the  court 
is,  therefore,  only  asked  to  carry  out  the  spirit  of  the  statute.  In 
some  instances  express  exception  is  made  as  to  pending  proceedings, 
e.  g*.  the  10th  section,  which  relates  to  cMas  and  pluries  writs,  the 
12th,  as  to  writs  of  summons,  the  24th,  as  to  writs  of  distring'cUy  the 
26th  as  to  appearance  sec.  stat,j  the  92d,  as  to  rules  to  compute,  the 
100th,  as  to  judgment  as  in  case  of  nonsuit  By  the  146th  section, 
writs  of  error  must  be  brought  within  six  years  of  the  judgment, 
which  will  materially  affect  the  rights  of  parties,  as  formerly  the  time 
for  bringing  error  was  twenty  years. 

[Alderson,  B.  There  would  be  six  years  from  the  act  coming  into 
operation,  as  it  would  not  apply  tb  past  judgments. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  act  is  no  doubt  a  remedial  one ;  but  it  is  to 
be  looked  on  as  a  whole.  The  sections  are  grouped  under  certain 
general  headings,  and  the  51st  section  now  relied  on,  is  part  of  a 
series  from  the  49th  to  the  57  th,  which  is  headed  <<  with  respect  to  the 
language  and  form  of  pleadings  in  general."  The  49th  section  abo- 
lishes all  fictitious  and  needless  averments,  and  the  50th,  51st,  and 
52d  relate  to  demurrers,  and  the  remedy  for  pleadings  calculated  to 
embarrass.  How  can  they  apply  to  a  joinder  of  issue  on  matter  of 
law  which  is  ripe  for  the  decision  of  the  court  ? 

Parke,  B.  The  rule  for  the  construction  of  acts  of  parUament  is 
laid  down  by  Lord  Coke,  2  Inst  292,  *^  Mova  constUutiOj  futuris  for^ 
mam  imponere  debet,  non  prceteriiisP  This  was  recognized  in  this 
court,  in  Moon  v.  Durden,  2  Exch.  Rep.  22,  with  this  qualification, 
that  the  context  may  show  that  the  legislature  intended  the  statute 
to  have  a  retrospective  operation.] 


^  Section  50,  enacts  that  *'  Either  party  may  object  by  demurrer  to  the  oleadin^  of 
the  6ppoiite  party,  on  the  ground  that  such  pleading  does  not  set  forui  sufficient 
ground  of  action,  defence,  or  reply,  as  the  case  may  be ;  and  where  issue  is  joined^  on 
such  demurrer,  tiie  court  sball  proceed  and  give  judgment  according  as  the  very  rig^t 
of  the  cause  and  matter  in  law  shall  appear  unto  them,  without  reouditig  any  imper> 
fection,  omission,  defect  in  or  lack  of  n>rm;  and  no  jud^ent  shall  be  airested,  stayed, 
or  reversed,  for  any  such  imperfection,  omission,  defect  m  or  lack  of  form." 

^  Section  52,  enacts  ^'If  any  pleading  be  so  framed  as  to  prejudice,  embarrass,  or 
delay  the  fair  trial  of  the  action,  the  opposite  party  may  apply  to  the  court  or  a  judge 
to  strike  out  or  amend  such  pleading,  and  the  court  or  any  judse  shall  make  such  order 
respecting  the  same,  and  also  respecting  the  costs  of  the  appfication,  as  such  court  or 
judge  shall  see  fit"  « 
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This  is  a  mere  formal  defect ;  and  if  an  amenclment  were  made 
there  could  not  be  another  special  demurrer. 

[Parke,  B.     That  is  a  moot  point  which  need  not  now  be  decided.] 

The  maxim  referred  to  is  founded  on  the  principle  that  it  cannot 
be  supposed  that  the  legislature  meant  to  do  injustice ;  but  there  is  a 
distinction  between  a  vested  right  and  mere  matters  of  form.  This 
is  well  explained  in  an  American  case,  The  People  v.  Tibbets,  4  Cow- 
en,  384.  In  that  case,  pending  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  qiw 
warranto,  an  act  passed  for  facilitating  the  proceedings  in  such  inform- 
ations, and  it  was  contended  that  it  had  no  application  to  a  pending 
information.  The  court  admitted  the  general  principles  prohibiting 
any  interference  with  vested  rights,  which  had  been  elaborately  dis- 
cussfed  not  long  before  by  Chancellor  Kent,  in  Dash  v.  Van  Kleekj  7 
Johns.  Rep.  603,  but  thus  drew  the  distinction  between  an  alteration 
of  rights  and  an  alteration  of  remedies  or  mere  procedure.  "  What 
right  is  taken  away  ?  Are  the  defendants  divested  of  their  defence 
upon  the  merits  ?  Their  saying  that  the  proceeding  is  hastened  in 
point  of  form,  makes  nothing  for  them.  They  have  no  right  to  com- 
plain of  this.  It  is  complaining  that  he  is  put  upon  his  defence  to- 
day, whereas  he  had  a  right  to  delay  it  till  the  morrow ;  a  singular 
head  of  vested  rights ;  a  right  to  delay  justice.  .  .  .  The  pretence  of 
the  defendant  does  not  merit  the  name  of  right.  It  relates  to  the 
remedy.  The  act  merely  says,  that  under  its  regulations  the  ques- 
tions between  the  parties  may  peradventure  be  brought  ta  trial  six 
months  earlier  than  they  would  otherwise  have-  been.  This  is  a  very 
usual  subject  of  legislative  interference.  Indeed  the  court  might  do 
the  same  thing,  independent  of  the  legislature.  Suppose  they  were 
to  make  an  order  that  all  rules  to  plead  should  be  ten  days  instead  of 
twenty,  would  it  lie  with  the  parties  interested  to  gainsay  this  ?  .  .  .  . 
At  this  rate  every  statute  by  which  the  collection  of  debts  or  the  trial 
of  rights  is  rendered  more  speedy  or  effectual,  would  be  inapplicable 
and  void  in  reference  to  subsisting  rights."  This  case,  with  many  oth- 
ers on  the  subject,  are  given  in  Wise's  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
pp.  2,  4,  and  the  editor  there  says :  —  "  That,  in  the  majority  of  in- 
stances, the  present  act  will  be  found  to  apply  to  pending  proceedings." 
Various  instances  are  there  given  of  acts  of  parliament  having  a 
retrospective  effect.  Brooks  v.  Bockettj  9  Q.  B.  Rep.  847 ;  s.  c.  16 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  178 ;  Hodgkinson  v.  Wyattj  4  Q.  B.  Rep. 
749 ;  s.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  73 :  Doe  d.  Johnson  v.  Liver- 
sedge^  11  Mee.  &  W.  517 ;  s.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)Exch.  61 ;  Bell 
V.  Smithy  5  Car.  &  P.  10.  In  Freeman  v.  Moyes,  1  Ad.  &  E.  338,  the 
3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  42,  s.  31,  which  rendered  executors  and  administra- 
tors liable  for  the  costs  of  actions  brought  by  them  in  their  represent- 
ative capacity,  was  held  to  extend  to  actions  commenced  before  the 
statute  came  into  operation  but  tried  afterwards. 

[Parke,  B.  Littledale,  J.,  dissented  from  that  judgment;  and  look- 
ing at  the  words  of  the  statute,  I  think  with  very  good  reason.] 

The  court  might  now  grant  leave  to  withdraw  the  demurrer,  with- 
out costs.  In  a  note  to  this  section,  in  the  edition  of  the  statute 
already  cited,  p.  86,  it  is  sartd :  —  "  It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  clause 
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as  to  giving  judgment  according  to  the  very  right  of  the  cause,  is  con- 
fined to  issues  on  such  demurrers,  that  is,  those  described  in  the  early 
part  of  the  section ;  and  would,  therefore,  not  apply  to  where  a  spe- 
cial demurrer  has  been  delivered,  and  there  has  been  a  joinder  in 
demurrer  prior  to  the  24th  of  October.  Whether  section  51  would 
apply  to  such  case,  must  be  determined  at  an  early  period  by  the 
courts ;  but  it  would  seem  to  follow  from  the  language  of  the  222d 
section  that,  at  any  rate,  an  amendment  might  be  allowed  without 
costs ;  and  if  the  special  demurrer,  as  is  generally  the  case  on  the  eve 
of  the  long  vacation,  was  delivered  merely  for  delay,  it  would  be  a 
very  proper  exercise  of  those  powers  under  that  section  to  dispense 
with  the  costs." 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  Suppose  judgment  had  been  given  last  term  on 
this  demurrer,  and  error  had  been  brought ;  would  our  judgment  have 
been  reversed  by  reason  of  the  61st  section  ?] 

The  court  of  error  would  give  the  judgment  the  court  below  ought 
to  have  given. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  We  have  no  doubt  on  the  point.  The  right  to 
have  judgment  on  this  special  demurrer  is  not  taken  away. 

Parke,  B.  It  is  very  plain  to  my  mind  that  these  clauses  refer  to 
future  pleadings,  not  to  past.  To  apply  them  to  the  latter  would  be 
unjust ;  for  the  parties  have  demurred,  on  the  faith  that  they  were 
entitled  to  do  so.  Taking  all  these  clauses  together,  it  is  clear  that 
they  contemplate  future  proceedings,  and  future  proceedings  only. 
The  50th  section  provides  that,  for  the  future,  judgment  on  demurrer 
shall  be  given  according  to  the  very  eight  of  the  cause ;  the  51st  sec- 
tion, that,  for  the  future,  no  specisd  demurrers  shall  be  allowed ;  and 
section  52,  that  for  the  future,  when  pleadings  are  drawn  in  a  way 
calculated  to  prejudice,  embarrass,  or  delay  the  fair  trial  of  the  action, 
objection  may  be  taken  to  them  in  the  manner  there  pointed  out, 
namely,  by  application  to  the  court  or  a  judge  to  amend  or  strike 
them  out ;  and  reading  these  clauses  thus,  they  all  become  consistent 
and  form  one  uniform  system. 

Alderson,  B.  It  is  clear  that  the  52d  section  applies  only  to  fu- 
ture demurrers,  and  it  would  be  strange  to  apply  the  51st  section  to  a 
case  in  which  the  remedy  is  not  given. 

Platt,  B.     The  section  only  prevents  future  special  demurrers. 

[The  court  then  gave  time  to  Macnamara  to  elect  whether  he  would 
amend  or  argue  the  demurrers.] 
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Common  Law  Procedure  Actj  16  4*  16  Vict.  c.  76,  ss.  27,  28 — 

Appearance  sec.  sUU. 

Where  an  appearance  sec.  slat,  has  been  entered  before  the  24th  of  October,  when  the 
15  &  16  Yict  c.  76,  came  into  operation,  the  27th  and  28th  sections  of  that  act  do  not 
apply. 

Therefore,  where  a  writ  was  issued  on  the  29th  of  September,  upon  which  an  appearance 
sec.  Stat,  was  entered  on  the  8th  of  October,  and  on  the  27th  of  October,  a  declaration  filed, 
with  a  notice  to  plead  indorsed  thereon,  and  no  plea  pleaded : — 

Heldy  that  judgment  signed,  without  any  notice  of  filing  the  declaration  having  been  given  to 
the  defendant,  was  irregular,  and  the  judgment  and  execution  thereon  was  set  aside. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  The  writ  was  issued  on  the  29th  of 
September,  and  duly  served,  but  no  appearance  being  entered  by  the 
defendant,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  8th  of  October,  entered  an  appearance 
sec.  stat,y  and  on  the  27th  of  October  filed  a  declaration,  indorsed 
with  a  notice  to  plead  in  eight  days,  but  gave  no  notice  to  the  de- 
fendant of  the  declaration  being  filed.  No  plea  being  pleaded,  judg- 
ment was  signed  on  the  6th  November,  and  execution  issued  thereon, 
to  set  aside  which  a  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  by  J.  Brown,  on  a 
previous  day ;  against  which  — 

T,  Jones  now  showed  cause.  The  62d  section  enacts,  "  that  no  rule 
to  plead  or  demand  of  plea  shall  be  necessary,  and  the  notice  to  plead 
indorsed  on  the  declaration,  or  delivered  separately,  shall  be  sufficient." 
And  by  the  28th  section,  where  the  writ  is  not  indorsed  in  the  special 
form,  which  is  the  case  here,  judgment  may  be  signed  upon  default 
of  appearance,  without  any  notice  of  filing  the  declaration  being 
given.  No  copy  of  the  writ  of  summons  has  been  filed,  but  that  is 
not  requisite  where  the  writ  is  served  ;2  it  is  only  requisite  where  a 
judge's  order  is  obtained  for  leave  to  proceed. 

[Parke,  B.  You  should  surely  proceed  either  under  the  old  law  or 
under  the  new.  The  appearance  was  entered  according  to  the  old 
law,  and  that  is  equivalent  to  an  appearance  by  the  defendant.  The 
23th  section  only  refers  to  prospective  non-appearance.  The  defend- 
ant was,  therefore,  not  called  on  to  plead  without  notice  of  declara- 
tion being  filed.  It  would  be  productive  of  the  greatest  inconvenience 


1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  ti^  Exch.  388;  17  Jur.  1025. 

^  Section  28,  enacts,  *^  That  in  case  of  such  non-appearance,  where  the  writ  of  sum- 
mons is  not  indorsed  in  the  special  form  hereinbefore  provided,  it  shall  and  may  bo 
lawful  for  the  plaintiff,  on  filing  an  affidavit  of  personal  service  of  the  writ  of  summons, 

"■''— *9  order  for  leave  to  proceed  under  the  j '"' ^^^' — ^  — '^ "' 

summons,  to  file  a  declaration  indorsed  ' 
judgment  by  default  at  the  expiration 
aforesaid ;  aud  in  the  event  of  no  plea  being  delivered/*  &c. 
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if  judgment  were  to  be  allowed  to  be  obtained  without  any  notice 
being  given  to  the  defendant.] 

Ths^  will  be  so  in  future,  and  the  legislature  has  intentionally 
abolished  the  needless  forms  of  rules  to  plead  and  demand  of  plea  by 
the  62d  section,  and  no  exception  is  made  as  to  pending  actions.  The 
supposed  injustice  of  judgment  without  appearance  is  only  the  adop- 
tion of  the  well-known  principle  in  the  French  law  of  election  du 
domicile;  and  the  defendant,  by  neglecting  to  appear,  makes  the 
office  of  the  court  the  place  where  all  pleadings  or  notices  may  be 
served  upon  him. 

[Parke,  B.  This  is  not  a  question  of  non-appearance,  but  of 
appearance.] 

It  is  substantially  the  same  as  non-appeaiance,  for  the  form  is,  that 
the  plaintiff  appears  for  the  defendant  according  to  the  statute. 

[Parke,  B.  The  statute  has  not  provided  for  the  case  of  an  appear- 
ance previously  entered.  Sections  27  and  28,  apply  to  cases  of  future 
nourappearances,  and  section  30  to  future  appearance^.  You  must, 
therefore,  go  on  either  under  the  old  or  under  the  new  act.  It  cannot 
be  tolerated  that  judgment  is  to  be  obtained  without  any  notice 
whatever. 

Alderson,  B^  The  form  of  the  writ  given  by  the  2  Will.  4,  c,  39, 
states  that  in  default  of  appearance  the  plaintiff  <<  may  cause  an 
appearance  to  be  entered  for  you  and  proceed  thereon  to  judgment 
and  execution."  Therefore  the  defendant  has  appeared ;  and  if  he 
had  appeared  under  the  new  act,  you  must  have  gone  on  in  a  given 
way,  —  and  why  should  not  that  way  be  adopted  in  this  case  ? 

Platt,  B.  If  you  seek  the  benefit  of  the  new  statute,  you  should 
bear  the  correlative  burthen.] 

The  .act  gives  a  more  speedy  procedure,  which  piust,  in  general,  be 
applied  to  the  proceedings,  although  the  action  was  commenced  before 
it  came  into  operation ;  and  why  should  a  distinction  be  preserved 
contrary  to  the  general  policy  of  the  act 

/.  Broion  was  not  called  on  to  support  the  rule. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  new  act  does 
not  apply  to  the  present  state  of  things.  I  purposely  avoided  saying 
more  than  that  the  act  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  which  is  the  only 
point  now  before  us. 

Parke,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  These  sections  of  the 
statute  do  not  apply  where  an  appearance  has  been  entered,  but  to 
future  non-appearances  after  service  of  the  writ.  By  the  26th  section 
the  statute  relating  to  appearance  for  a  defendant  is  repealed,  "except 
so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  support  proceedings  heretofore  taken." 
This  entry  of  appearance  is,  therefore,  preserved,  and  the  defendant 
has  appeared,  and  the  sections  which  have  been  referred  to  only  refer 
to  non-appearances.  The  judgment,  therefore,  which  has  been  signed 
without  notice,  is  bad,  as  notice  of  the  declaration  being  filed  ought 
to  have  been  given.     As  to  the  62d  section,  it  may  be  that  after  the 
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declaration  has  been  filed,  no  demand  .of  plea  may  be  necessary,  bat 
I  give  no  judgment  on  that  point 

Alderson,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    What  the  plaintiff  has 
done  is,  in  fact,  an  appearance  by  the  defeBjdant,  and  he  must  either 

froceed  wholly  according  to  the  old  practice,  or  according  to  the  new. 
give  no  judgment  upon  that  point;  but  what  was  done  in  this  case 
was  clearly  wrong. 

Platt,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     This  case  is  exempted  out 
of  the  repeal  of  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  39,  by  the  26th  section. 

Rule  absolute^  wUh  cosU.^ 


Thoyts  and  another,  assignees  of  Goddard,  an  insolvent,  v.  Hobbs.* 

May  29,  1852. 

Insolvency  —  Conveyance  —  Petition  —  Protection  from  Process  — 

Misdirection. 

A  tenant  being  indebted  to  his  landlord  for  rent,  and  being  in  insolvent  circnmatances,  pro- 
posed to  and  executed  to  the  defendant,  in  April,  1850,  a  bill  of  sale  of  his  farming  stodL 
and  furniture;  and  in  June,  1851,  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court  for  protection  from  pro- 
cess.   The  7  &  8  Vict  c  96,  s.  19,  after  making  void  certain  voluntarj  convejances  by 


1  On  the  28d  of  NoTember,  the  same  point  was  decided  in  the  Coiirt  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  tho  case  of — 

PIOOT  O.   JACKSOK. 

In  which  case  a  role  had  been  obtained  to  rescind  an  order  of  Crdrnpton,  J.,  setting 
aside  the  judgment  and  execution  on  die  ground  of  irregularity.  The  writ  of  summons 
was  issued  on  the  22d  of  Septembe^  appearance  sec.  slat,  was  entered  on  the  1st  of 
October ;  and  on  the  26th  of  October  the  pUiintiff  proceeded  under  the  proviaons  of 
the  28th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  filing  an  affidavit  of  personal  ser- 
vice of  the  vrrit  of  summons,  and  a  declaration  indorsed  with  a  notice  to  plead  in  eight 
days ;  and  at  the  expiration  of  that  time  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea,  and  issued 
execution ;  not  having  given  the  defendant  any  notice  of  the  filing  of  the  declara- 
tion. 

Afacnamara  showed  cause,  citing  the  above  decision. 

Steeten,  in  support  of  the  rule,  argued  that  there  was  a  material  distinction  between 
an  appearance  entered  under  the  statute  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant  and  an 
appearance  by  the  defendant ;  and  that  in  the  present  case  there  was  a  non-appearance 
by  the  defendant,  within  the  meaning  of  the  1^  section.  He  also  referred  to  the  62d 
section. 

[LoBD  Campbell,  C.  J.  That  only  applies  to  a  rule  to  plead  or  a  demand  of 
plea.] 

Per  CuriaffL    The  rule  must  be  discharged.  ^ 

>  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  8.)  £xch.  340. 
VOL.  XIV.  36 
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parties  in  insolTent  circnmstances,  proTides,  that  no  such  conTejmnoe  shall  be  deemed  toM 

if  made  prior  to  three  months  before  tiling  the  petition,  and  not  with  the  view  or  intenticm 
by  the  party  so  conveying  of  petitioning  the  court  for  protection  from  process.  The  judge 
directed  the  jury  to  consider  whether  £e  insolvent  executed  the  bill  of  sale  with  the  view 
or  intention  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court  for  protection  at  any  time  when  be  might 
apprehend  proceedings  would  be  or  were  taken  against  him :  — 

Hdd^  that  this  was  a  misdircctioV;  the  question  being,  not  whether  the  insolvent  had  a 
general  intention  at  some  future  time  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court,  but  whether  he 
had  the  present  intention  of  so  doing. 

Assumpsit,  for  money  had  and  received,  to  the  use  of  the  insolvent. 

Second  count,  for  money  had  and  received,  to  the  use  of  the  plain- 
tiffs as  assignees. 

Plea.     Non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  last  Berkshire  spring  assizes, 
the  facts  were  these  :  —  F.  Goddard,  the  insolvent,  being  indebted  to 
his  landlord  in  a  large  sum  of  money,  for  rent,  which  he  was  pressed 
to  pay,  and  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  and  unable  to  pay  the 
same,  proposed  to  and  executed  to  the  defendant,  in  April,  1850,  a 
bill  of  sale  of  his  farming  stock  and  household  furniture,  which  the 
latter  took  possession  of,  and  sold  in  the  following  month.  Goddard, 
after  the  bill  of  sale,  lived  in  the  house  of  the  defendant  The  insol- 
vent being  afterwards  sued  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  county  court,  peti- 
tioned that  court  for  protection  as  an  insolvent,  in  June,  1851 ;  and 
his  case  was  heard  in  August  The  case  for  the  plaintiffs  was,  that 
the  assignment  was  fraudulent  and  void,  within  the  7  &  8  Vict,  a 
96,  s.  19.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  for  the  defendant, 
that  the  case  fell  within  the  proviso  of  that  section,  and  that  the  con- 
veyance was  not  made  by  the  insolvent  "  with  the  view  or  intention** 
"  of  petitioning  the  court  for  protection  from  process."  The  learned 
judge  directed  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the  bill  of  sale  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  insolvents  with  the  view  or  intention  of  petitioning  the 
Insolvent  Court  for  protection  at  any  time  when  he  might  apprehend 
proceedings  would  be  or  were  taken  against  him.  The  jury  answered 
both  questions  in  the  affirmative,  and  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  fq|  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection, 

Alexander  and  Griffiths  showed  cause.  The  judge  rightly  directed 
the  jury,  for  all  the  facts  showed  that  the  insolvent  could  have  had  no 
other  intention  than  that  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court  In  Aldred 
V.  Constable^  4  Q.  B.  Rep.  674  ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  253, 
it  was  held,  that  a  fraudulent  preference  in  contemplation  of  bank- 
ruptcy might  be  inferred  by  a  jury  from  circumstances,  without  proof 
that  a  dibtinct  act  of  bankruptcy  was  contemplated.  That  is  an 
analogous  ca^e. 

(Martin,  B.  In  Morgan  v.  Brundrett^  5  B.  &  Ad.  289 ;  s.  c.  2  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s  )  K.  B.  195,  it  was  held,  that  a  party  seeking  to  avoid  a 
payment  or  transfer  of  goods,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  voluntarily 
made  by  a  trader  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  must  show  not 
4berely  that  the  trader  was  insolvent  when  it  was  made,  but  also  that 
he  then  contemplated  bankruptcy.] 
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The  insolvent  must  have  known  that  he  would  be  under  the  neces- 
sity of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Courts  The  whole  question  depends 
upon  the  mind  and  intention  of  the  party  at  the  time  of  executing 
the  bill  of  sale.  Gibson  v.  Muskeit^  3  Man.  &  G.  168;  s.  c.  11  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  p.  225.  The  insolvent  must  be  taken  to  haye  con- 
templated the  necessary  effect  of  his  own  act 

f  Platt,  B.  The  intention  of*  the  insolvent  was  merely  to  prefer 
the  defendant  to  his  landlord.] 

Keating'  and  Pigott  were  not  called  on. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  This  rule  must  be  absolute,  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection.  I  think  there  was  no  evidence  firon^  which  the  jury 
could  be  called  upon  to  say  that  the  insolvent  had  the  intention  of 
petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court.  But  my  judgment  proceeds  on  the 
ground,  that  the  question  arising  under  the  proviso  in  the  19th  section 
of  the  act  of  parliament  has  not  been  correctly  left  to  the  jury.  To 
render  the  conveyance  void  the  party  making  it  must  have  the  present 
view  or  intention  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court  It  is  not  enough 
that  he  has  a  general  intention  at  some  future  time  of  freeing  him- 
self from  his  emGarrassments  by  petitioning  the  court 

Platt,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The*  conveyances  spoken 
of  in  the  former  part  of  the  19th  section  are  void,  unless  they  fall 
within  the  proviso  in  the  concluding  part  of  that  section.  The  only 
question,  therefore,  is,  whether  this  transaction  ranges  itself  under  the 
proviso.  It  is  argued  that  the  insolvent  must  have  contemplated 
insolvency,  that  he  was  in  insolvent  circumstances,  that  he  must  have 
intended  the  consequences  of  his  own  act,  and  that  he  was  in  the 
situation  of  a  man  about  to  become  a  bankrupt,  whose  conveyances 
and  assignments  are  deemed  to  be  made  in  contemplation  of  bank- 
ruptcy. There  is,  however,  a  distinction  between  the  case  of  bank- 
ruptcy where  proceeding  were  taken  hostilely  against  the  party,  and 
the  present  case,  where  he  acts  voluntarily.  Here  the  act  of  petition- 
ing the  court  is  the  party's  own  act ;  he  is  not  bound  to  petition,  and, 
therefore,  when  the  judge  told  the  jury  that  the  question  was  whether 
thef  insolvent  had  at  any  time  the  intention  of  petitioning  the  court, 
that  direction  was  wrong.  The  statute  contemplates  that  the  act 
which  he  is  to  do  is  to  be  a  valid  one.  He  must  not  at  the  time  have 
the  intention  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court.  The  question  was 
put  by  the  judge  upon  the  ground  that  the  insolvent  had  the  intention 
of  applying  contingently,  and  at  some  future  time  to  the  Insolvent 
Court     That  direction  was  wrong. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  is  a  valid  bill  of  sale.  Without  doubt,  Goddard  could  transfer 
his  property  in  a  valid  and  legal  manner.  He  was  entitled  to  prefer 
one  creditor  to  another.  Has  this  common  law  right  been  interfered 
with  ?  It  is  to  be  observed  that  this  act  of  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  96,  is 
not  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act     It  was  made  with  a  different  intent 
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The  5  &  6  Vict,  c  116,  enabled  persons  not  being  traders  or  being 
traders  owing  less  than  300/^ to  present  a  petition  to  the  Conrt  of 
Bankruptcy.  The  act  of  the  7  iS&  8  Vict  c.  96,  was  intended  to  extend 
and  amend  that  act  It  enables  a  petition  for  protection  from  process 
to  be  presented  to  a  Court  of  Bankruptcy;  and  then.it  enacts,  in 
^section  19,  that  if  any  petitioner  shall,  in  contemplation  of  becoming 
insolvent,  or  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  voluntarily  convey  his 
property  to  any  creditor,  such  conveyance  shall  be  deemed  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  his  assignees;  provided  that  no  such  conveyance 
shall  be  deemed  fraudulent  and  void  if  made  prior  to  three  months 
before  filing  the  petition,  and  not  with  the  view  or  intention  by  the 

Sarty  conveying  of  petitioning  the  court  for  protection  from  process, 
ly  opinion  is,  that  if  a  conveyance  is  executed  more  than  three 
months  before  the  filing  of  the  petition,  the  party  seeking  to  set  aside 
that  conveyance  is  bound  to  establish  affirmatively  the  intention  of 
petitioning  the  court  for  protection.  I  think  the  party  in  this  case 
who  executed  the  bill  of  sale  did  not  think  about  protecting  himself 
from  process.  His  only  intention  was  to  avoid  a  distress  on  the  part 
of  his  landlord.  There  is  not  a  scintilla  of  evidence  for  the  jury  of 
the  insolvent  having  the  intention  of  petitioning  the  court  for  pro- 
tection from  process.  This  act  of  parliament  must  be  construed 
strictly,  and  conveyances  of  this  description  are  not  to  be  set  aside 
except  upon  legitimate  grounds. 

Rule  absolfUe. 


The  Justices  of  Bedfordshire,  appellants,  v.  The  Bedford  Im* 
PROVEMENT  COMMISSIONERS  respondents. 

The  Justices  of  Bedfordshire,  and  others,  appellants,  v.  The  Over- 
seers OF  THE  Poor  of  St.  Paul,  respondents. 

The  Guardians  of  the  Bedford  Union,  appellants,  v.  The  Bed- 
ford Improvement  Commissioners,  respondents. 

The  Governors  of  the  Bedford  Infirmary,  appellants,  v.  The 
Bedford  Improvement  Commissioners,  respondents.^ 

April  28,  and  May  31,  1852. 

Rate  —  1.  Godly  Rating  of  —  Goal  Act^  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s,  48,  Construc- 
tion of — Local  Act,  43  Geo.  3,  c.  128. 

2.  Houses  qf  Governor  and  Wardens  of  Goal,  Ratability  of 

3.  Union  Workhouse^  Ratability  of — Public  Building — ParliamejU" 
ary  and  Parochial  Tax. 

4.  Infirmary — Public  Building — Meaning  of  words  "  in  Front  of,^  in 
Local  Act. 

The  43  Geo.  3,  c.  128  (local  and  personal),  for  improving  the  town  of  Bedford,  cnacto,  sec- 
tion 59,  that  If.  shall  be  assessed  npon  all  goals,  chapels,  meeting-honses,  schools,  alms- 
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houses,  and  other  public  bnildings,  chnreh-yards,  cbq>eWard8,  and  meeting-house  yards, 
within  the  said  town,  for  every  yard,  running  measure,  of  the  length  in  front  of  such  halls, 
gaols,  &C.  The  Gaoh  Act,  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  48,  enacts,  that  every  gaol  for  any  county  or 
town,  &c.,  having  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  felonies  and  misdemeanors,  which  shall  h$ 
situate  within  the  limits  of  any  other  county  or  town,  shall  be  taken  to  be  part  of  the  ooun* 
ty  or  town  for  which  it  fhall  be  used  as  a  gaol,  so  long  as  it  shall  be  so  used.  The  county 
gaol  of  Bedfordshire  is  situate  within  the  town  of  lEtedford,  and  the  front  and  part  of  the 
sides  and  the  back  part,  the  latter  consisting  ot  a  boundary  wall,  abut  upon  public  roads 
of  the  town.  The  commissioners  under  the  local  act  assessed  the  county  justices  for  the 
frontage  of  the  fore  part,  of'the  back  part,  and  of  part  of  die  sides  of  the  gaol,  measured 
in  running  yards :  — 

Hdd,  that  the  gaol  was  not  exempt  from  rating  by  reason  of  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  48,  as  that 
section  related  merely  to  jurisdiction. 

The  houses  of  the  governor  and  warders  of  a  county  gaol  were  built  outside  a  wall  inclosing 
an  area,  Within  which  the  gaol  stood.  The  front  door  of  the  governor's  house  opened  into 
the  public  street.  There  was  an  outlet  through  the  back  wall  of  the  house  to  the  area. 
The  houses  of  the  warders  were  similarly  situate,  but  did  not  communicate  by  the  back 
wall  with  tiie  area.  The  governor  and  warders  had  the  occupation  of  three  houses  only  in 
respect  of  their  being  such  officers,  and  the  accommodation  of  their  houses  was  not  more 
than  was  proper  ana  convenient  for  persons  having  their  duties  to  perform;  and  their  con- 
Btant  residence  in  their  houses  was  an  important  part  of  their  duties :  — 

Held^  that  they  were  not  liable  to  be  rated. 

An  union  workhouse  was  erected  by  an  incorporation  of  guardians,  under  the  34  Geo.  8, 
c.  98,  the  19th  section  of  which  enacts  **that  all  buildings  to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  that 


c.  76  :— 


Heldf  that  the  workhouse  was  a  "  public  building "  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  local 
act,  and  that  it  was  liable  to  be  rated  under  that  act,  the  rate  in  question  not  being  a  **  par- 
liamentary or  parochial  tax  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  34  Geo.  3,  c.  98. 

An  infirmary  is  a  **  public  building  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  loeal  act 

In  all  the  above  cases,  and  the  other  subjec^matte^8  of  rating  mentioned  in  the  loeal  act,  the 
rate  ought  to  be  imposed  upon  so  much  of  the  frontage  of  the  several  buildings  and  grousnl 
as  abuts  upon  a  public  camage-road  or  public  footway. 

In  a  special  case,  stated  under  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  45,  the  parties  supporting  the  affirmative 
(the  respondents  in  the  present  cases)  are  entitled  to  begin. 


The  Justices   of    Bedfordshire,  appellants,  v.  The   Bedford  Im- 
provement Commissioners,  respondents. 

'  April  28,  1852. 

1.  Ooal^  Liability  to  be  Bated  and  Mode  of  Rating  —  Goal  Act,  4 
Oeo.  4,  c.  64,  5.  48,  Construction  of — Local  Act,  43  Oeo.  3,  c.  128. 

In  this  case  the  justices  of  the  county  of  Bedford  had  been  rated, 
in  respect  of  the  county  goal,  at  the  sum  of  18^  10^.  6d,  in  respect 
of  247  yards  of  running  measure  of  the  length  in  front  of  the  goal. 
The  rate  was  made  by  the  commissioners  for  the  improvement  of 
the  town  of  Bedford,  under  two  local  acts  of  parliament.  The  jus- 
tices appealed  against  the  rate,  stating  as  the  grounds  of  the  appeal, 
first,  that  the  goal  was  not  ratable  at  all  under  the  local  acts  ;  second- 
ly, that,  if  ratable,  it  ought  to  be  rated  for  every  yard,  running  mea- 
sure, of  the  length  in  front  of  such  goal. 

The  following  case  was,  by  judge's  order,  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
this  court 

36* 
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Case.  By  an  act  of  parliament  (local  and  personal),  43  Geo.  3, 
c.  128,  for  improving  the  town  of  Bedford,  certain  commissioners  (the 
respondents  in  this  case)  were  empowered  to  make  rates  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act. 

It  is  admitted,  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal  and  case,  that  the 
said  parish  of  St.  Paul  is  situate  within  the  borough  of  Bedford, 
which  has  a  recorder,  and  to  which  a  separate  cfommission  and  a 
separate  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  have  been  granted, 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  of  the  borough  is  independent  and 
exclusive  of  that  of  the  justices  of  the  said  county ;  and  that  the  ap- 
pointment of  commissioners  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  is,  from 
time  to  time,  made  by  the  justices  of  the  said  borough  only,  and  not 
by  the  justices  of  the  said  county. 

By  section  59  it  is  enacted,  that  the  sum  of  Is.  and  no  more,  shall 
yearly  be  rated  and  assessed  upon  all  halls,  goals,  chapels,  meeting- 
houses, schools,  alms-houses  (except  the  alms-houses  founded  by 
Christie  Skinner,  deceased)  and  other  public  buildings,  church- 
yards, chapel-yards,  and  meeting-house  yards,  within  the  said  town, 
for  every  yard,  running  measure,  of  the  length  in  front  of  such  halls, 
gaols,  chapels,  meeting-houses,  schools,  alms-houses,  and  other  public 
buildings,  church-yards,  chapel-yards,  and  meeting-house  yards ;  and 
the  rates  or  assessments  so  to  be  made  and  laid  upon  the  county 
hall,  county  gaol,  or  any  other  public  county  building  shall  be  paid 
by  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Bedford  for  the  time  being. 

Until  Michaelmas,  1819,  the  county  prison  comprised,  as  now,  the 
common  gaol  and  house  of  correction  in  one  building,  and  having  but 
one  frontage,  adjoining  a  public  street,  and  was  assessed  to  the  im- 
provement rate  according  to  the  linear  measure  per  yard  of  its  front 
adjoining  that  street,  being  the  present  frontage  of  St  Love's-street ; 
and  such  rate  was  not  disputed. 

In  1819  the  justices  purchased  the  ground  then  occupying  the 
spaoe  between  the  north-east  side  of  the  gaol,  and  Offa-street,  upon 
which  they  erected  a  new  house  of  correction,  with  an  entrance  from 
and  fronting  that  street.  From  January,  1820,  the  said  house  of  cor- 
rection was  used  as  a  separate  county  prison,  and  was  assessed  to 
the  improvement  rate,  according  to  the  linear  measure  per  yard  of  its 
frontage  to  Offa-street,  and  continued  to  be  assessed  yearly  upon 
that  scale  until  the  rate  in  dispute  was  made. 

In  1849  the  county  justices  again  brought  the  gaol  and  house  of 
correction  into  one  establishment,  within  one  building,  being  the  pre- 
sent county  prison,  commonly  called  the  new  prison,  the  subject  of 
the  appeal,  by  enlarging  and  adding  various  additional  buildings  to 
the  old  gaol ;  the  gateway,  porter's  lodge,  and  governor's  and  warden's 
houses  forming  the  front  to  St.  Love's-street,  and  the  only  entrance 
to  the  new  prison  being  from  St  Love's-street  by  the  above  gateway. 

The  separate  house  of  correction  having  become  useless,  was 
lately  pulled  down,  and  the  site  converted  into  a  garden  and  airing 
ground  for  the  purposes  of  the  new  prison,  with  a  blank  wall,  about 
20  feet  high  and  61  yards  in  length,  bounding  the  frontage  of,  but 
without  any  entrance  from,  Offa-skeet 
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The  north-west  boundary  wall  of  the  new  prison,  for  about  67 

irards,  adjoins  a  public  road  leading  from  St.  Love's-street  to  Ade- 
aide  square.  The  south-east  boundary  wall,  for  about  33  yards, 
adjoins  some  ground  of  the  Duke  of  Bedford,  which  was  kept 
enclosed  and  used  as  a  private  way  to  his  land,  which  was  sold  in 
building  lots,  in  April,  1842,  when  the  gate  and  enclosing  fence  were 
removed,  and  the  ground  before  used  only  as  a  private  way  was  left 
open  for  the  use  of  the  purchasers,  and  the  public  now  use  it  as  a 
road  from  St.  Love's-street  to  Harper-street,  and  the  commissioners 
repair  it  4 

The  rate  in  dispute  is  made  upon  the  principle  that  the  county  is 
liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  all  parts  of  the  prison  estate  adjoin- 
ing to  any  public  road,  which  the  respondents  consider  ratable  front* 
age,  and  not  restricted  to  the  front  of  the  building ;  and,  therefore, 
the  linear  or  running  measure  stated  in  the  rate  includes  not  only  the 
length  or  front  next  St  Love's-street,  but  the  length  of  the  blank 
wall  now  at  the  back  of  the  prison,  adjoining  to  and  occupying  the 
frontage  of  Offa-street,  lately  the  front  of  the  house  of  correction,  and 
also  so  much  of  the  side  boundaries  as  adjoin  the  two  roads  before 
mentioned  on  the  north-west  and  south-east  sides. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellants,  first,  that  the  county  prison  and 
appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  are  part  of  the  county,  under  the 
48th  section  of  the  4  Geo.  4  (1824),  c.  64,  and,  therefore,  not  ratable 
under  the  said  local  acts ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  the  gaol  be  ratable,  * 
it  can  only  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  length  of  its  front  to  St.  Love's- 
street  The  point  for  the  court  to  decide  is,  whether  the  appellants 
are  liable  to  be  rated  in  the  said  rate  or  assessment  in  respect  of  the 
county  gaol ;  if  they  are  not,  the  assessment  is  to  be  amended  by 
striking  out  that  portion  of  it  which  is  set  out  in  this  case.  If  the 
court  should  decide  that  the  appellants  are  ratable  in  respect  of  the 
said  county  gaol,  then  the  amount  of  rate  is  to  be  ascertained  on  such 
principle  as  the  court  should  determine,  and  the  said  portion  of  the 
rate  shall  be  amended  upon  the  said  principle  so  determined  by.  the 
court  In  either  case  such  costs  to  be  paid  as  this  court  shall 
adjudge. 

Worlledge  (Mills  with  him),  for  the  respondents.  The  gaol  is  rat- 
able, notwithstanding  the  Gaol  Act,  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  s.  48,  the  only 
effect  of  that  act  being,  that  gaols,  &c.,  locally  situated  out  of  a  juris- 
diction are  to  be  deemed  part  of  that  jurisdiction.  The  object  of  the 
act  was,  to  empower  the  justices  of  the  jurisdiction  without  the 
^  boundaries  of  which  the  gaol  might  be  situated,  to  enter  it  all  times. 
It  was  not  intended  by  the  legislature  in  a  case  like  the  present,  to 
exempt  the  gaol  from  the  payment  of  rates.  Secondly,  the  appel- 
lants-are  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  front,  the  back,  and  part 
of  the  two  sides  of  the  gaol.  The  words  of  the^  local  act  are,  that 
gaols  are  to  be  rated  "  for  every  yard,  running  measure,  of  the  length 
in  front  of  such  gaols,"  &c  ^he  words  "  length  in  front "  mean 
''  frontage  "  towards  public  streets  and  roads,  in  the  sense  in  which 
those  words  are  used  by  builders.     The  case  might  be  different  if  the 
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■ 

words  had  been  <^  length  of  the  front"  The  justioea  are  therefore 
ratable  in  respect  of  the  fore,  back,  and  part  of  the  side  frontage* 
(He  was  then  stopped  by  the  court) 

Tozer  (Pearse  with  him),  for  the  appellants.  First,  the  eifect  of 
the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  64,  8.48,  is  to  take  the  gaol  out  of  the  borough  of 
Bedford,  for  all  purposes,  and  to  place  it  within  the  county.  Secondly, 
the  appellants,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  this  local  act,  are 
to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  front  of  the  gaol  only  where  it  abuts  on 
St  Love's-street 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  rate  must  be  aiErmed.  The  first  question  is 
as  to  the  C^ol  Act ;  and  as  to  that  act  I  think  that  it  merely  has 
reference  to  jurisdiction ;  and  with  respect  to  rating,  leaves  the  gaol 
to  be  considered  as  situate  within  the  parish  of  St  Paul,  in  the  bo- 
rough  of  Bedford.  How,  then,  is  the  gaol  to  be  rated  ?  Looking  at 
the  objects  of  the  local  act  of  parliament,  I  think  the  words  *^  in  front 
of  the  gaol "  mean  that  part  of  the  gaol  which  would  be  frontage  if 
there  were  doors  and  windows  in  it,  and  therefore,  that  that  part  of 
the  gaol  which  abuts  on  public  ways  in  the  front,  back,  and  sides  of 
the  gaol  is  to  be  considered  liable  to  be  rated.  The  appellants  must, 
therefore,  be  rated  for  so  many  yards  of  the  gaol  as  front  towards  any 
public  street  or  way.  The  mode  of  rating  is,  therefore,  correct,  and 
judgment  must  be  for  the  respondents,  with  costs. 

Parke,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  object  of  the  section 
of  the  Gaol  Act  was  merely  to  give  jurisdiction  to  parties  in  respect 
of  places  locally  situated  out  of  the  jurisdiction ;  in  other  respects 
gaols  are  left  in  the  same  situation  as  they  were  in  before  the  act 
passed.  With  regard  to  the  second  point,  although  there  is  a  little 
ambiguity  in  the  lanffuage  of  the  local  act,  I  think,  on  the  whole,  the 
respondents  are  entitled  to  judgment  The  gaol  derives  benefit  from 
thepaving,  cleansing,  and  lighting  which  takes  place  close  to  it,  and, 
therefore,  it  is  reasonable  that  the  justices  should  pay  for  the  frontage 
towards  the  public  roads,  measured  by  yards.  The  authorities  of  the 
gaol  may,  if  they  think  fit,  have  access  to  the  front,  back,  or  sides  by 
means  of  doors  and  windows,  and  therefore  they  ought  to  pay  whe- 
ther they  take  advantage  of  their  right  or  not  Here  there  is  a  front* 
age  at  the  fore  part,  the  back,  and  also  at  the  sides  of  the  ^ol ;  and 
therefore  that  frontage  measured  in  yards,  must  be  paid  for. 

Alderson,  B.  I  concur.  The  gaol,  except  for  the  purposes  of 
jurisdiction,  is  to  be  considered  as  situated  in  the  borough  of  Bedford* 
As  to  the  other  point,  the  justices  are  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  for&> 
side,  and  back  frontage.    The  rate  must  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  gaol  is  totally  situ* 
ated  in  the  town  of  Bedford,  and  the  owners  of  it  derive  benefit  from 
the  paving,  cleansing,  and  lighting  which  takes  place  in  its  vicinity. 
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They  must,  therefore,  be  rated  according  to  the  mode  adopted  by  the 
respondents. 

Rate  affirmed,  with  costs. 


The  Justices  op  Bedfordshire,  appellants,  v.  The  Overseers  of 

St.  Paul,  respondents. 

April  28,  1853. 

2.  Houses  of  Governor  and  Warders  of  Gaol,  Ratability  of. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  a  poor-rate  of  the  parish  of  St.  Paul^ 
Bedford,  whereby  C.  Forster,  J.  Parsons,  and  J^Ferris  were  rated  in 
respect  of  the  occupation  of  three  houses.  Forster  was  governor, 
and  Parsons  and  Ferris  were  warders  of  the  gaol  and  house  of  cor- 
rection for  Bedfordshire.  The  county  gaol  of  Bedford  having  been 
rebuilt  in  1848,  the  houses  of  the  said  governor  and  warders  were 
purposely  constructed  so  as  not  to  adjoin  the  gaol.  The  gaol  and 
house  of  coirection  stand  on  an  area  surrounded  by  a  high  wall. 
Forster's  house  is  on  the  left  side  of  the  prison,  gateway,  outside  the 
wall,  the  front  door  whereof  opens  on  the  public  street  The  house 
communicates  by  an  outlet  through  the  back  wall  with  the  said  area. 
The  houses  of  the  warders  are  similarly  situated,  but  do  not  commu- 
nicate through  the  back  wall  with  the  area.  All  the  appellants  are 
in  the  exclusive  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  the  houses,  with  their 
wives  and  children.  The  governor  and  warders  have  the  occupation 
of  their  houses  only  in  respect  that  they  are  such  officers,  and  the 
accommodation  afforded  by  their  houses  is  not  more  than  is  proper 
and  convenient  for  persons  having  their  duties  to  perform ;  and  the 
constant  residence  of  these  officers  within  their  houses  is  an  important 
part  of  their  duties. 

The  question  for  the  court  is,  whether  either  of  the  above  parties  is 
*  liable  to  be  rated. 

WorUedge  and  MiUs  for  the  respondents,  appearing  to  support  the 
rate. 

Tozer,  for  the  appellants,  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to  begin. 
[Per  Ouriam}     The  parties  supporting  the  affirmative,  that  is,  the 
respondents,  have  the  right  to  begin.] 

Worlledge  and  Mi/b  for  the  respondents.  The  governor  and  ward- 
ers are  liable  to  be  rated  for  their  houses,  which  are  distinct  from  the 
gaol,  and  are  in  the  nature  of  private  residences.  The  governor  has 
more  accommodation  than  is  necessary  for  him  in  his  capacity  of 
governor. 

[Alderson,  B.  The  governor  of  the  gaol  must  reside  somewhere. 
Here  he  lives  outside  the  gaol,  but  he  has  access  to  the  gaol  from  his 

1  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Aldsrson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 
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hoose,  which  is  built  in  such  a  manner  as  to  allow  him  conveniently 
to  visit  the  gaol. 

Martin,  B.  It  cannot  be  a  criterion  of  the  liability  to  be  rated 
that  the  house  is  situated  outside  the  gaol.] 

The  Queen  v.  Shepherd,  1  Q.  B.  Rep.  170 ;  s.  c.  10  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  M.  C.  44,  will  be  lelied  on  by  the  other  side. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.,  mentioned  Hie  King  v.  Bradford,  4  M.  &.  S.  317. 

Alderson,  B.  In  The  Queen  v.  Shepherd,  the  house  of  the  ap- 
pellant was  necessary  for  the  due  discharge  of  the  duties  of  the  office 
of  governor  of  the  gaol.  The  party  was  not  ratable  for  it,  as  he 
occupied  it  in  connection  with  his  office.  The  case  would  have  been 
different  if  the  house  had  been  given  to  him  as  something  additional.] 

The  King  v.  Terroi9,  3  East,  506,  is  in  point  . 

Tozer  and  Pearse,  for  the  appellants,  were  not  called  upon. 
Per  Ouriam,    There  must  be 

Judgment  far  the  appellants,  with  costs. 


The  Guardians  of  the  Bedford  Union,  appellants,  v.  The  Bedford 

Improvement  Ck>MMissioNBRs,  respondents. 

May  31,  1852. 

3.   Union  JVorkhouse,  Ratability  of — 34  Geo,  3,  c.  98,  s,  19  —  Public 
Building —  PaHiamentary  and  Parochial  Tax. 

In  this  case  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Bedford  Union 
appealed  against  the  rate  of  the  Bedford  Improvement  Comnua- 
sioners,  on  the  grounds  that  the  union  workhouse  was  not  ratable, 
and  that  the  principle  of  rating  was  incorrect.  It  appeared  from  the 
special  case,  which  was  stated  by  judge's  order,  that  under  the  34  Geo. 
3,  c.  98,  certain  persons  were  incorporated  as  guardians  of  the  poor 
of  Bedford.  That  they  purchased  land  and  erected  a  house,  called 
"  The  Bedford  House  of  Industry."  The  19th  section  of  that  act 
enacts,  that  *'  all  buildings  to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  that  act  shall  be 
free  from  all  parliamentary  and  parochial  taxes,  except  such  taxes  and 
to  such  amount  as  they  shall  be  assessed  at,  at  the  time  they  shall  be 
first  taken  and  applied  for  the  purposes  of  the  act"  A  poor  law 
anion  was  afterwards  formed  under  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,  which 
rented  the  House  of  Industry  from  the  Bedford  guardians. 

The  question  turned  upon  whether  the  Bedford  Union  Workhouse 
was  a  "  public  building  "  within  the  59th  section  of  the  local  act,  43 
Geo.  3,  c.  128;^  whether  it  was  exempt  from  all  parochial  and  parlia* 
mentary  taxes,  except  to  such  an  amount  as  it  was  assessed  at,  at  the 
time  the  building  was  first  taken  and  applied  for  the  purposes  of  the 

^  See  the  preceding  case. 
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act;  and  lastly,  whether  the  principle  of  rating  as  regarded  the  front 
age  was  correct  The  rate  was  made  on  the  principle  that  the  appel* 
lants  were  liable  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  whole  of  the  south  and 
north-west  sides  of  the  premises ;  on  the  south  side  as  being  the  actual 
front  of  the  building,  and  the  north-west  side  as  adjoining  a  public 
road. 

Wbrlledge,  for  the  respondents.  The  union  workhouse  is  a  public 
building  within  the  59th  section  of  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  128 ;  it  is  not 
exempt  from  rating  under  that  act,  and  the  principle  adopted  by  the 
commissioners  is  the  correct  one.     (He  was  then  stopped.) 

Pearse,  for  the  appellants.  The  union  workhouse  is  liable  to  be 
rated  at  such  amount  only  as  it  was  liable  to  be  rated  at  under  the 
34  Geo.  3,  c.  98.  Williams  v.  Pritchard,  4  Term  Rep.  2,  is  in  point 
There  houses,  built  on  lands  embanked  from  the  Thames,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  7  Geo.  3,  c.  37,  which  vests  those  lands  in  the  owners 
free  from  taxes,  were  held  not  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  general  land 
taxes  imposed  by  the  27  Geo.  3,'  though  such  act  was  conceived  in 
general  terms,  and  was  subsequent  in  point  of  term  to  the  act  crea- 
ting the  exemption.  Palmer  v.  Earithj  14  Mee.  &  W.  428 ;  s.  c.  14 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  256,  is  in  point  The  tax  imposed  by  the 
local  act  is  a  tax  nxed  by  act  of  parliament ;  it  is  a  parliamentary  tax. 

[  Alderson,  B.  This  is  neither  a  parochial  nor  a  parliamentary  tax.] 

Per  Curiam,  The  rate  must  be  amended,  without  costs,  by  con- 
fining it  to  the  front  of  the  building  next  to  the  public  road. 

Rule  amended^  withotU  costs. 


The   Governors  of  the   Bedford   Infirmary,  appellants,  t;.  The 
Bedford  Improvement  Commissioners,  respondents. 

May  31,  1858. 

4.  Infirmary — Public  Building — 43  Geo.  3,  c.  128,  Local  Act  —  "in 

Front  ofj^  Meaning'  of. 

This  was  an  appeal  against  a  rate  made  by  the  Improvement  Com- 
missioners of  the  town  of  Bedford,  whereby  the  governors  of  the 
Bedford  General  Infirmary  were  rated  to  the  poor,  in  respect  of  the 
Infirmary  yard  and  Fever  Hospital,  for  381  yards,  running  measure, 
of  the  length  in  front  The  governors  appealea  to  the  sessions  against 
the  rate,  stating  as  grounds<of  the  appeal,  first,  that  the  infirmary  and 
hospital  were  not  ratable  at  all ;  secondly,  that  if  they  were  ratable, 
they  ought  to  be  rated  for  every  yard,  running  measure,  of  the  length  in 
front  of  such  infirmary.  The  43  Geo.  3,  c  128,  the  Bedford  Improve- 
ment Act,  local  and  personal,  enacts,  sect  59,  that  Is.  (raised  by  a 
subsequent  act  to  Is.  Gd.)  *'  shall  be  rated  upon  all  halls,  gaols,  chapels, 
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meeting-houses,  schools,  aIins*hoases  (except  the  alms-houses  founded 
by  Christie  Skinner,  deceased),  and  other  public  buildings,  church- 
yards, chapel-yards,  and  meeting-house  yards,  within  the  said  town, 
for  every  yard,  running  measure,  of  the  length  in  front  of  such  halls, 
gaols,  chapels,  meeting-houses,  schools,  alms-houses,  and  other  public 
buildings,  church-yards,  chapel-yards,  and  meeting-house  yards." 

Worlledge^  for  the  respondents.  First,  this  is  a  "  public  building  ** 
within  the  meaning  of  the  local  act  It  is  ejtisdem  generis  with  those 
previously  enumerated  in  the  section.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  an  alms- 
house. Secondly,  the  principle  on  which  the  rate  was  imposed  is 
correct  The  commissioners  are  entitled  to  measure  as  frontage  any 
portion  of  the  infirmary  that  they  can  measure  without  being  tres- 
passers. They  may  measure  wherever  there  is  a  public  way  whereon 
the  building  abuts.  To  hold  that  a  front  next  a  footway  is  not  rata- 
ble, but  that  a  front  next  a  public  carriage-road  is,  would  violate  all 
principle,  and  introduce  diiSculties  into  the  construction  of  the  act 
of  parliament  The  act  makes  no  distinction  between  footways  and 
carriage-roads. 

Pearse^  for  the  appellants.  The  infirmary  in  this  case  is  not  a 
^  public  building "  ejusdem  generis  with  those  mentioned  in  the  act 
of  parliament  The  parties  rated  are  the  governors  of  the  infirmary, 
and  they  are  not  the  proper  parties  to  be  rated.  Secondly,  the  ratable 
frontage  is  that  portion  only  which  comprises  the  area  of  the  building; 
the  land  surrounding  the  building  and  not  comprised  within  it  ought 
not  to  be  rated.  That  part  only  which  abuts  upon  the  public  carriage- 
road  is  ratable. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rate  ought  to  be  levied 
by  taking  the  measure  of  so  much  of  the  ground  of  the  infirmary  as 
abuts  ou  the  public  carriage-road,  and  so  much  as  abuts  on  the  north- 
east on.  the  public  footway.  Two  points  are  raised  in  this  case. 
First,  whether  this  is  a  building  which  ought  to  be  rated  at  all; 
secondly,  upon  what  principle  the  rate  ought  to  be  imposed  ?  With 
respect  to  the  first  point,  it  is  true  that  no  hospital  or  infirmary,  or 
other  building  of  that  sort,  is  mentioned  in  the  local  act;  nor  is  the 
machinery  by  which,  or  the  persons  upon  whom  the  rate  is  to  be 
imposed,  specifically  pointed  out  by  the  section  applicable  to  the  case. 
It  is  clear,  however,  that  it  was  not  intended  to  limit  the  rate  to 
buildings  beneficially  occupied.  [His  lordship  read  the  49th  section.] 
If  this  infirmary  be  not  a  public  building,  I  do  not  know  what  is. 
Then  as  to  the  mode  of  rating  it  I  was  struck  with  the  remark  that 
the  act  makes  no  distinction  between  footways  and  carriage-ways. 
But  I  find  that  the  corporation  of  BedfoM  are  liable  to  pay  Is,  per 
yard  in  respect  of  ways,  some  of  which  may  be  footways  and  some 
carriage-ways  ;  and  they  are  to  pay  an  uniforrn  rate,  so  that  no  dis- 
tinction is  taken  between  public  footways  and  public  carriage-roads. 
The  rate  must  be  amended,  by  making  the  governors  liable  to  pay 
in  respect  of  the  south-east  frontage  abutting  on  the  turnpike  road, 
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and  of  the  north-east  frontage  abutting  on  the  public  footpath.     The 
parties  will  pay  their  own  costs. 

Alderson,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  first  point,  I 
think  this  infirmary  as  much  a  "public  building"  as  a  school  or  alms- 
house, neither  of  which  is  privileged  to  all  the  public.  Church-yards 
and  meeting-yards  may  be  yards  having  no  building  within  them, 
and  they  may  have  no  aperture,  except  for  the  purpose  of  admitting 
funerals.  But  that  circumstance  can  make  no  difference.  This  case 
is  essentially  within  the  principle  of  the  case  which  was  decided  last 
term,  and  in  the  correctness  of  which  decision  I  concur.  The  rate 
must,  therefore,  be  affirmed  as  to  part,  and  amended  as  to  the  other 
part 

Platt,  B.  I  think  this  is  a  public  building ;  and  then  the  only 
question  is,,  how  it  is  to  be  rated  ?  In  respect  to  gaols,  some  are 
circular,  but  under  the  language  of  such  an  act  as  this  they  would 
be  rated  without  reference  to  what  might  be  strictly  considered  a  front. 
We  are  bound  by  the  decision  of  this  court  last  term  on  the  subject 
of  the  gaol.  There  is  very  good  reason  for  holding  that  the  road  on 
every  side  of  a  public  building  should  regulate  the  rate,  because  the 
road  on  every  side  of  the  building  has  to  be  lighted,  watched,  and 
repaired. 

Martin,  B.  This  is  a  public  building  devoted,  not  only  to  the 
inhabitants  of  Bedford,  but  to  any  others  who  may  be  brought  there. 
It  is  a  public  building  within  the  meaning  of  the  local  act  of  parlik- 
ment.  We  are  bound  by  our  judgment  in  the  case  decided  last  term 
relating  to  the  gaol..  The  rate  must  be  amended,  by  confining  it  to 
so  much  of  the  infirmary  as  fronts  the  turnpike-road  on  the  south- 
east, and  to  so  much  as  is  bounded  on  the  north-east  by  the  public 
footway.     There  will  be  no  costs  on  either  side. 

B4Ue  amended  accordingly^  without  costs. 


Todd  v.  Ejsrrich.^    • 

November  13,  1852. 

'  Master  and  Servant  —  Domestic  Servant  —  Governess  —  Month^s . 

Warning. 

A  governess  is  not  within  the  role  applicable  to  menial  or  domestic  servants,  that  upon 


1 22  Law  J.  Rep.  (k.  s.)  Exch.  1.    Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Alder- 
son, B.,and  Platt,  B. 

VOL.  XIV.  37 
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a  general  hiring,  the  serrice  may  be  determined  by  a  month's  notice  or  payment  of  a 
month's  wages. 

Assumpsit  for  the  residue  of  a  year's  salary  alleged  to  be  due  to 
the  plaintiff  for  services  as  governess  in  the  defendant's  family. 
Plea,  non  assuvipsit. 

At  the  trial,  before  Jervis,  C.  J.,  at  the  summer  assizes  at  Guildford, 
there  was  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  the  period  for  which  the  engage- 
ment was  made,  which  it  is  not  material  to  state,  as  the  plaintiff 
obtained  the  verdict,  with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  if  the  plaintiff  was  liable  to  be  discharged  at  a  month's  no- 
tice or  with  a  month's  wages,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  as  to  menial 
or  domestic  servants. 

E.  James  now  moved  accordingly.  The  custom  as  to  menial  or 
domestic  servants  is  established,  that  on  a  general  hiring  the  term  of 
service  is  for  a  year,  subject  to  the  right  of  either  party  to  determine 
the  engagement  by  a  month's  notice,  or  payment  by  the  master  of  a 
month's  wages  if  no  such  notice  is  given.  A  governess  resides  in 
the  house.  He  referred  to  Beeston  v.  CoUyer,  4  Bing.  309 ;  s.  c.  5 
Law  J.  Rep.  C.  P.  180 ;  Nowlati  v.  Ablett,  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  54 ;  s.  c.  4 
Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  155.  The  verdict  was  also  against  the 
evidence. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case,  which  was  tried  before  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Jervis,  we  think  there  ought  to  be  no  rule.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  point  which  was  reserved  was,  Vhether  a  governess 
is  within  the  rule  as  to  menial  or  domestic  servants ;  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  a  governess  is  not  within  the  rule  or  custom  as  to  menial 
or  domestic  servants.  The  position  in  which  a  governess  is  placed, 
the  station  which  she  occupies  in  a  family,  the  manner  in  which  usu- 
ally such  a  person  is  treated  in  society,  certainly  place  her  in  a  very 
different  situation  from  menial  or  domestic  servants.  We  think,  as 
far  as  it  is  a  matter  of  law,  and  that  must  have  been  the  point  reserved, 
that  a  governess  is  not  within  the  rule  as  to  menial  and  domestic  ser- 
vants. And  treating  the  application  as  a  verdict  against  evidence, 
the  learned  judge  before  whom  this  case  was  tried  is  not  dissatisfied 
with  the  verdict.  We 'have  read  the  notes  which  he  has  furnished  to 
us,  and  we  are  not  dissatisfied,  and  therefore  we  think  there  ought  to 
be  no  rule. 

Rule  refused. 
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Key  and  others  v.  Cotesworth  and  others.^ 

May  8, 1852. 

Stoppage  in  Transitu  —  Bills  drawn  against  Consignments, 

In  1845,  the  defendants,  commission  agents  in  London,  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs,  merchants  at 
Madras,  as  follows :  —  "  At  the  request  of  Messrs.  E.  &  L.,  of  Glasgow,  we  beg  to  open  a 
credit  in  yonr  favor  to  the  extent  or  1,500/.,  to  be  applied  to  the  execution  of  an  order  they 
have  given  jon  for  Madras  handkerchiefs,  and  for  cost  of  which,  as  produced,  you  draw  on 
us  at  the  customary  date,  on  forwarding  bills  of  ladine  to  our  order."  Two  orders  were 
subsequently  given  by  E.  &  L.,  and  executed  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  forwarded  the  goods 
and  bills  of  lading  to  the  defendants,  and  they  accepted  and  paid  bills  drawn  on  them  in 
pursuance  of  the  letter.  In  February,  1847,  K.  &  L.  wrote  to  the  plaintiffs,  with  a  third 
order: — "  You  will  draw  for  cost  and  consign  goods  as  before."  The  plaintiffs  accord- 
ingly shipped  the  goods  on  account  of  E.  &  £.,  and  sent  to  the  defendants  the  invoice  and 
biU  of  lading,  endosed  in  a  letter,  saying,  ^*  We  have,  as  usual,  drawn  upon  you  at  six 
months,  for  the  equivident  of  the  amount  of  invoice."  The  bill  of  lading  stated  the  goods 
to  have  been  "shipped  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  tb,  be  deliverable  to  the  defendants  or  their 
assigns  on  payment  of  freight."  The  invoice  stated  that  the  goods  were  "  consigned  to  the 
defendants,  on  account  ana  risk  of  E.  &  L."  The  defendants  received  the  bill  of  lading 
and  invoice  together,  on  the  26th  of  August,  and  the  goods  arrived  in  London  on  the  21  st 
of  October.  On  that  day  the  plaintiffs'  agent  received  a  bill  drawn  upon  the  defendants 
against  the  goods,  but,  on  presentment,  the  defendants  refused  to  accept  it  On  the  27th 
or  October,  £L  &  L.  stopped  payment  The  defendants  took  possession  of  the  goods  under 
the  bill  of  lading,  and  sold  them,  and  retained  the  proceeds.  On  the  4th  of  March,  1848, 
the  plaintiffs  gave  the  defendants  notice  that  they  claimed  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu, 
the  Dills  not  having  been  accepted.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  as 
money  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs :  — 

Hdd,  first,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  judge,  and  not  for  the  jury,  to  decide  what  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties  was. 

Secondly,  that  the  property  in  the  goods  vested  absolutely  in  E.  &  L.  upon  the  delivery  on 
board  itm  ship,  and  transmission  or  the  bill  of  lading  to  the  defendants :  the  acceptance  of 
the  bill  not  being  a  condition  either  precedent  or  subsequent 

Assumpsit  for  money  received  by  the  defendants  for  the  use  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

Plea,  non  assumpserunt^  upon  which  issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  before  Martin,  B.,  at  the  London  sittings  after  Trinity 
term,  1851,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the 
sura  of  671/.  155.  9rf.,  being  the  proceeds  of  two  cargoes  of  Indian 
silk  handkerchiefs  consigned  by  the  plaintiffs,  merchants  at  Madras^ 
carrying  on  business  under  the  firm  of  Binney  &  Co.,  to  the  defend- 
ants, merchants  in  London,  under  the  following  circumstances,  which 
were  mainly  admitted  on  both  sides.  In  the  year  1845,  Messrs,  Kil- 
gour  &  Leith,  merchants  at  Glasgow,  were  desirous,  through  the 
defendants,  their  London  agents,  of  procuring  Indian  silk  handker- 
chiefs from  the  plaintiffs  at  Madras ;  and  accordingly,  on  the  7th  of 
August,  1845,  Kilgour  &  Leith  wrote  to  the  defendants  as  follows : 
"  We  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  favors  of  the  31st 
ult  and  the  5th  inst.  We  find  it  does  not  answer  your  views  to 
execute  our  friends'  order  for  Indian  goods.     We  thought  you  would 


1  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  8.)  Exch.  4. 
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have  considered  this  not  as  an  isolated  transaction,  but  as  one  con- 
nected  with  our  account  and  that  of  our  friends,  whose  other  business 
we  have  directed  to  come  through  your  house,  and  which  will  extend 
to  12,000^  or  15,000/.   per  annum.      It  certainly  will  take   some 
time  before  the  first  order  can  be  brought  forward,  but  afterwards  the 
same  quantity  would  be  required  every  three  or  four  months.     We 
did  not  think  the  liability  great,  as  the  goods  would,  of  course,  remain 
under  your  control  till  settled  for.     However,  to  save  all  trouble  in 
the  ordering,  &c.,  we  have  arranged  to  have  the  goods  made  in  Ma- 
dras, and  snipped  from  thence  to  England.     We  presume   you  will 
take  them  as  a  consignment,  and  on  receipt  of  bill  of  lading,  accept 
for  same.     We  will  thank  you  to  say  as  to  this  soon."     In  answer  to 
that  letter,  the  defendants,  on  the  9th  of  August,  wrote  to  Kilgour 
&   Leith   in   these    terms:  —  "We   will   answer   your  proposition, 
respecting  the  credit  for  the  purchase  of  Madras  handkerchiefs ;  in 
the  mean  time  please  to  inform  us  at  what  date  your  friend  would 
draw  on  us  for  the  rest ;  whether  you  contemplate  putting  us  in  funds 
at  their  maturity,  or  do  you  intend  the  credit  we  have  granted  to  you 
to  be  made  available  in  part  for  this  business  ?"     On  the  11th  of  Au- 
gust, Kilgour  &  Leith  wrote  to  the  defendants  as  follows :  —  **  The 
drafts  for  the  Indian  goods  would  be  at  six  months'  sight,  and  accom- 
panied by  bill  of  lading.     We  propose  you  accept  for  these  goods,  as 
against  a  consignment  of  produce  ;  we  providing  funds  at  maturity, 
or  before,  if  reshipped  to  the  West  Indies.     We  do  not  intend  that 
the  credit  we  have  at  present  with  you  shall  be  made  available  for 
this  business ;  we  want  the  handkerchiefs  to  represent  the  draft  against 
them  till  shipped  for  our  friends  in  the  West."     On  the  18th  of  Au- 
gust the  defendants  wrote  to  Elilgour  &  Leith  in  these  terms :  — 
"  With  reference  to  the  credit  you  require  for  the  cost  of  India  goods 
to  be  ordered  from  Madras,  we  are  willing  to  grant  it  to  you,  know- 
ing the  firm  to  whom  you  transmit  the  order.     We  will  send  you  the 
necessary  letter  of  credit"  *  On  being  informed  that  the   pfaintifis 
were  the  persons  to  whom  Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith  desired  the  let- 
ters of  credit  to  be  given,  on  the  17th  of  September  the  defendants 
wrote  to  the  plaintiffs  as  follows  :  — -  '*  At  the  request  of  Messrs.  Kilgour 
&  Leith,  of  Glasgow,  we  beg  to  open  a  credit  in  your  favor  to  the 
extent  of  1,500/.,  to  be  applied  to  the  execution  of  an  order  they  have 
given  you  for  Madras  handkerchiefs ;  and  for  cost  of  which,  as  pro- 
duced, you  may  draw  on  us  at  the  customary  date,  on  forwarding 
bills  of  lading  to  our  order,  and  timely  orders  for  insurance."     On  the 
7th  of  November,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  the  defendants :  — "  We 
have  the  pleasure  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  on  the 
17th  of  September,  handed  to  us  by  Messrs.  Scott,  Bell  &  Co.,  au- 
thorizing us  to  draw  on  you  to  the  extent  of  1,500/.,  in  execution  of 
an  order  for  handkerchiefs,  on.  account  of  Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith, 
of  Glasgow.     We  shall  gladly  avail  ourselves  of  this  authority,  ship- 
ping the  goods  to  your  order,  and  giving;  you  timely  advice,  that  you 
may  effect  insurance  on  your  side."     The  plaintifra  accordingly  exe- 
cuted the  order,  and  forwarded  the  goods  and  bill  of  lading  to  the  de- 
fendants, who  received,  accepted,  and  paid  the  bills  drawn  on  them. 
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in  accordance  with  the  letter  of  the  17th  of  September,  to  the  extent 
of  1,500/.  therein  mentioned;  and  this  transaction  was  closed. 

On  the  5th  of  Febraary,  1847,  Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith  addressed 
a  letter  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  was  as  follows : —  "  Enclosed  are  pat- 
terns of  a  third  order  for  handkerchiefs,  which  we  will  thank  you  to 
have  put  in  hand  immediately  on  receipt.  This  order  has  been  too 
long  delayed,  and  if  you  can,  by  any  means,  hurry  execution,  we  will 
feel  particularly  obliged ;  you  will  draw  for  cost  and  consign  goods 
as  before."  The  patterns  were  enclosed,  together  with  a  detail  of 
the  order.  The  plaintiffs  executed  the  order  therein  contained,  and 
the  goods  ordered  were  shipped  for  England  in  two  vessels,  the  Provi- 
dence and  the  Essex ;  the  goods  by  the  Providence  were  shipped  on 
the  21st  of  August,  1847,  and  they,  as  well  as  the  goods  shipped  by 
the  Essex  were  stated  in  the  admissions  to  have  been  shipped  on  the 
said  order,  and  on  the  account  of  Messrs.  KiIgour&  Leith,  and  the  bill 
of  lading  was  dated  the  21st  of  August,  ana  was  in  the  usual  form. 
It  stated  the  goods  to  have  been  shipped  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  be 
deliverable  to  the  defendants  or  their  assigns  on  payment  of  the 
freight.  Upon  the  same  day  the  plaintiffs  addressed  the  following  let- 
ter to  the  defendants  :  — "By  desire  of  our  mutual  friends,  Messrs. 
Kilgour  &  Leith,  of  Glasgow,  we  beg  to  hand  you  herewith  invoice 
and  bill  of  lading  for  nine  cases  of  Madras  handkerchiefs,  shipped  in 
the  Providence,  Capt.  S.  Hicks,  to  your  address,  and  against  which 
we  have,  as  usual,  drawn  upon  you  at  six  months,  for  the  equivalent 
of  the  amount  of  invoice  in  369/.  2s.  IdL,  being  at  the  current  exchange 
of  2s.  per  rupee,  and  which,  no  doubt,  will  be  duly  protected.  These 
goods  have  been  placed  in  a  cabin  to  prevent  the  chance  of  their  sus- 
taining injury  from  the  cargo ;  and  as  they  have  not  beeninsured,  we 
trust  you  wiU  cover  the  risk  on  your  side."  The  bill  of  lading  and 
invoice  mentioned  in  this  letter  were  enclosed,  and  the  letter  and  its 
cont.ent8  received  by  the  defendants  on  the  26th  of  October  in  due 
course.  The  heading  of  the  invoice  was  as  follows :  "  Madras,  26th 
of  August,  1847.  Invoice  of  nine  cases  of  Madras  handkerchiefs, 
shipped  by  the  undersigned,  Messrs.  Binney  &  Co.  (the  plaintiffs), 
on  board  the  Providence,  Capt  Hicks,  consigned  to  Messrs.  Cotes- 
worth, Powell  &  Prvor,  London,  on  account  and  risk  of  Messrs.  Kil- 
gour &.  Leith  of  Glasgow."  The  goods  by  the  Essex  were  shipped 
on  the  9th  of  October.  A  bill  of  lading  indorsed  in  blank  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  invoice  substantially  in  the  same  form  as  the  above, 
were  enclosed  in  a  letter  from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  dated 
the  12th  of  October,  which  was  received  by  the  defendants  on  the 
22d  of  November,  and  the.  letter  was  as  follows :  —  "By  desire  of 
our  mutual  firiends,  Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith,  of  Glasgow,  we  have 
the  pleasure  to  hand  you  herewith  invoice  and  bill  of  lading  for  eight 
cases  of  Ventapollan  handkerchiefs,  shipped  in  the  Essex,  Capt  W. 
N.  Howard,  to  your  care,  and  we  have,  as  usual,  drawn  upon  you  at 
six  months  for  the  equivalent  of  the  amount  of  invoice  in  302/.  13*. 
8e/.,  being  at  the  current  exchange  of  Is.  11  l-2dL  per  rupee,  and 
which  wiU  doubtless  meet  due  honor.  We  leave  the  insurance  to  be 
effected  on  your  side."     On  the  27th  of  October,  Messrs.  Kilgour  & 

37* 


438  COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852. 


Key  V.  Cotesworth. 


Leith  stopped  payment  The  goods  by  the  Rroyidence  arriyed  in 
London  upon  the  §lst  of  October,  the  goods  by  the  Essex  about  the 
3d  of  March,  1848.  Both  parcels  were  received  by  the  defendants 
under  the  bills  of  lading  and  were  both  sold  by  them,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds, amounting  to  671/.  16s.  9ct,  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this 
action  received  by  the  defendants.  Kilgour  &  Leith  were  before, 
at  the  time,  and  still  are,  indebted  to  the  defendants  upon  a  balance 
of  account  in  a  larger  sum.  On  the  2l8t  of  October,  Scott,  Bell  & 
Co.,  the  plaintiffs'  correspondents  in  London,  having  received  the 
bill  drawn  against  the  goods  by  the  Providence,  caused  it  to  be  pre- 
sented, for  acceptance,  to  the  defendants,  who  ultimately  refused  to 
accept  it.  The  second  bill  was  also  presented  for  acceptance  on  the 
22d  of  November,  and  dishonored ;  and  both  bills  were  duly  protested. 
On  the  4th  of  March,  1848,  Messrs.  Oliverson  &  Company,  the  plain* 
tiffs'  attorneys,  addressed  the  following  letter  to  the  defendants :  — 
"  We  have  been  directed,  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Binney  &  Co.,  of  Ma> 
dras,  to  give  you  notice  that,  in  consequence  of  the  insolvency  of 
Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith  of  Glasgow,  on  whose  account  they  shipped 
the  under-mentioned  goods,  they  claim  to  stop  the  said  goods  in 
transitu.  We  understand  that  bills  of  exchange  were  drawn,  by 
Messrs.  Binney  &  Co.,  upon  you  in  payment  of  the  invoice  cost  of 
these  goods,  and  that  you  have  refused  to  accept  these  drafts,  but 
still  have  a  wish  to  retain  the  property.  Messrs.  Binney  &  Co.  are 
advised,  that,  as  you  have  thus  refused  to  fulfil  the  terms  upon  which 
the  goods  were  consigned  to  you,  and  as  the  goods  themselves  never 
have  reached  the  insolvents'  house,  on  whose  behalf  they  were 
shipped,  the  transitus  is  not  at  an  end,  and  the  right  of  stoppage  stiU 
subsists.  The  goods,  therefore,  are  claimed  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Bin- 
ney &  Co.,  who  are  willing,  and  we  hereby,  on  their  behalf  offer  to 
pay  you  any  claim  for  freight  or  otherwise  whereof  you  may  legally 
have  a  claim  upon  the  goods.  We  give  you  this  notice  preparatory 
to  such  steps  being  taken  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  Binney  &  Co.,  as  may 
be  advised  to  be  proper  to  enforce  the  delivery  of  the  property,  and  it 
is  conceived  that  if  there  be  any  question  of  the  right  of  stoppage 
in  transitu,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  you  can  have  no  right  to  re- 
tail the  property  when  you  refuse  to  honor  the  bills  drawn  against 
such  property.  Messrs.  Binney  &  Co.  have  remitted  the  triplicate 
bills  of  lading  and  Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith's  original  letter  of  orders." 
The  defendants  refused  to  deliver  up  the  goods  or  accept  the  bills,  or 
tp  pay  the  invoiced  price.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  conunenced  this 
action.  It  was  contended  at  the  trial,  on  behalf  of  the  pleuntifTs,  that 
the  sale  of  the  handkerchiefs  was  a  sale  on  a  condition  either  prece- 
dent or  subsequent,  that  the  defendants  should  accept  the  biUs  drawn 
on  them  in  respect  of  the  handkerchiefs,  and  that,  by  their  refusal  to 
accept,  the  condition  precedent  was  never  performed,  and  the  pro- 
perty and  right  of  possession  remained  in  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that,  at 
all  events,  the  sale  was  subject  to  the  condition  subsequent,  that  the 
defendants  should  accept  the  bills,  and  if  not,  the  property  should 
revert,  which  condition  having  been  broken,  the  plaintiffs  became 
entitled  to  the 'goods  or  their  proceeds;  and  that  whether  the  sale 
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was  on  a  condition  or  not  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  ought  to 
have  been  left  to  the  jury.  His  lordship  was  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  question  for  the  jury,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiffs. 

F.  Thesiger,  in  the  following  term,  obtained  B,rtUe  nm,  to  set  aside 
the  nonsuit,  and  for  a  new  trial,  against  which  — 

Snowies  and  Willes  showed  cause.^  The  plaintifis  had  ceased  to 
have  any  interest  in  the  goods.  Slilgour  &  Leith  must  have  sustained 
any  loss  during  the  voyage,  for  the  goods  were  shipped  on  their  ac- 
count and  risk ;  they  had  both  the  property  and  right  of  possession. 
Alexander  v.  Oardiner<i  ^  ^^'^S*  ^*  ^'  ^'^^ ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C. 
P.  223.  By  indorsing  the  bills  of  lading  they  would  have  transferred 
the  goods  to  the  indorsee.  lAckbarrow  v.  Mason,  2  Term  Rep.  63. 
The  plaintiffs  cannot,  tlferefore,  recover  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  as 
money  received  for  their  use.  The  acceptance  of  the  bills  by  the  de- 
fendants was*not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of  the  property 
in  Kiigour  &  Co.  By  the  transmission  of  the  bills  of  lading,  Kil- 
gour  &  Co.  were  enabled  to  deal  with  the  goods  as  their  own.  In 
Wilmskurst  v.  Bowker,  7  Man.  &  G.  882 ;  s«  c.  12  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
Exch.  475,  a  quantity  of  wheat  was  sold,  to  be  paid  for  by  banker's 
draft,  in  London,  at  two  months,  to  be  remitted  by  the  vendee,  on 
receipt  of  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading;  and  it  was  held  in  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  that  by  the  delivery  of  the  wheat  on  board  the  vessel,  for  the 
account  and  at  the  risk  of  the  vendee,  and  the  transmission  of  the 
bill  of  lading  indorsed  by  the  vendor,  the  latter  had  parted  with  his 
property  and  right  of  possession,  and  could  not  stop  the  wheat  in 
transitu^  on  failure  of  the  vendee  to  remit  the  banker's  draft.  There 
was  no  evidence  before  the  jury  of  any  condition,  and  the  court  must 
determine  the  meaning  of  the  contract  Hutchinson  v.  Bowker,  5 
M ee.  &  W.  535 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  24 ;  Neilson  v.  Har* 
ford,  8  Mee.  &  W.  806 ;  s.  c.  11  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  20 ;  1  Tay- 
lor  on  Evidence,  p.  42 ;  Howes  v.  BaU,  1  Man.  &  Ry.  288 ;  s.  c.  6  Law 
J.  Rep.  K.  B.  106 ;  Brandt  v.  BaiMy,  2  B.  &  Ad.  932 ;  s.  c.  1  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  K.  B.  14,  were  also  referred  to. 

F.  Thesiger  {The  Attorney- General),  and  Montague  Smith,  in  sup- 
port of  the  rule.  The  contract  between  the  parties  was  only  condi- 
tional, and  until  the  acceptance  of  the  bills,  no  property  in  the  goods 
vested  in  the  consignees.  This  question  should  have  been  left  to  the 
jury,  as  the  contract  did  not  altogether  depend  upon  written  docu- 
ments. The  assignment  of  the  bill  of  lading  does  not  confer  any 
right  of  property  or  possession  in  the  goods,  but  is  merely  evidence 
that  such  right  has  been  acquired.  Blackburn  on  Contracts,  p.  279, 
sMitchel  V.  Ede,  11  Ad.  &  E.  888 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B. 
187.     The  jury  may  look  at  all  the  circumstances  and  determine  the 

1  Januanr  17,  and  April  27,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pabke,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and 
Martut,  B. 
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nature  of  the  contract  Van  Casteel  v.  Booker^  2  Exch.  Rep.  691 ; 
9.  c.  18  Law  J.  Kep.  (n.  b.)  Exch.  9.  The  previous  transactions  be- 
tween these  parties  showed  the  actual  contract,  for  the  order  of  the 
5'th  of  February  expressly  referred  to  them :  — "  You  will  draw  for 
cost,  and  consign  goods  as  before."  The  £brst  transaction  was  condi- 
tional, as  shown  by  the  letter  of  the  17th  of  September,  1845,  and 
the  drawing  against  the  consignment.  The  jury  should  have  decid- 
ed whether  it  was  a  condition  precedent,  defeating  the  transfer,  or  a 
condition  subsequent,  revesting  the  property  on  the  non-acceptance. 
In  Wilmshurst  v.  Bowker,  Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  says,  "  We  accede  to 
the  general  principle  laid  down  by  the  court  below ;  and  if  the  facts 
had  been  before  a  jury,  we  sure  not  prepared  to  say  that  they  might 
not  have  drawn  the  inference  that  the  remitting  of  a  banker's  draft 
was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  vesting  of  the  property  in  the  wheat 
in  the  plaintiffs."  * 

Our.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by — 

Parke,  B.  [After  stating  the  facts,  his  lordship  proceeded :]  It 
was  contended  at  the  trial,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  sale 
of  the  handkerchiefs  was  a  sale  on  a  condition,  either  precedent  or  sub- 
sequent, that  the  defendants  should  accept  the  bills  drawn  on  them 
in  respect  of  the  handkerchiefs ;  that,  upon  their  refusal  to  accept,  the 
condition  precedent  was  never  performed,  and  the  property  in  the 
handkerchiefs  never  passed  out  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  they  were, 
therefore,  entitled  to  them  or  their  proceeds ;  and  that  if  this  were  not 
so,  at  all  events,  it  was  subject  to  the  condition  subsequent,  that  the 
defendants  should  accept  the  bills ;  and,  if  not,  the  property  should 
revert,  which  condition  was  broken ;  so  that  thereby  the  plaintiffs  be- 
came entitled  to  the  goods  or  their  proceeds ;  and  whether  the  sale 
was  on  a  condition  or  not,  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  ought  to 
have  been  left  to  them. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants, 
that  it  was  not  a  sale  upon  a  condition  at  all,  that  it  was  an  absolute 
sale  by  the  plaintiffs  to  Messrs.  Kilgour  &  Leith,  and  that  upon  the 
shipment  of  the  goods  by  the  plaintiffs  on  account  and  risk  of  Messrs. 
Kilgour  &  Leith,  followed  up  by  the  transmission  of  the  bills  of  lading 
to  the  defendant,  one  bill  of  lading  making  them  the  consignees,  and 
the  other  the  indorsees,  the  property  and  possession  absolutely  vested 
in  Kilgour  &  Leith,  and  these  goods  thereby  became  theirs,  and  were 
at  their  sole  risk,  and  they,  and  they  alone,  were  entitled  to  them  and 
their  proceeds,  and  that  if  the  plaintifis  had  any  right  of  action 
against  the  defendants  (which  on  their  part  was  denied),  it  was  upon 
a  contract  to  accept  the  bills  to  be  implied  from  the  acceptance  of  the 
goods,  with  notice  of  the  contents  of  the  letters  of  the  21st  of  Au- 
gust and  the  12th  of  October ;  and  that  whether  it  was  a  sale  upon  a 
condition  or  not,  was  a  question  of  law  for  the  judge  and  not  one  of 
fact  for  the  jury. 

The  entire  case,  so  far  as  related  to  the  contract  of  sale,  being  coop 
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tained  in  written  documents,  and  the  parties  never  having  had  any 
personal  communication  with  each  other,  the  learned  judge  was  oi 
opinion  that  there  was  no  question  for  the  jury  in  this  case,  and  that 
it  was  for  him  to  decide  what  the  contract  was,  and  he  thought  the 
sale  to  Messrs.  Kilgour  '&  Leith  was  an  absolute,'  not  a  conditional 
one ;  that  ihe  property  vested  in  them  upon  the  delivery  on  board  the 
ship,  and  the  transmission  of  the  bills  of  lading  to  the  defendants,  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  maintain  the  present  action  against  the 
defendants,  who  have  received  the  goods  and  disposed  of  them  under 
the  authority  of  Kilgour  &  Leith,  and  could  not  bring  an  action  for 
the  proceeds  ;  and  by  his  direction  the  plaintiffs  were  nonsuited.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  ruling  of  the  learned  judge  was  correct.  We 
think  that  the  question,  what  was  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
was,  in  this  case,  entirely  one  of  law  for  the  judge  to  decide  upon, 
nor  was  there  €uiy  evidence  of  usage  to  which  the  letters  refer,  which 
would  be  matter  to  be  left  to  the  jury.  Looking  at  the  written  docu- 
ments alone,  the  learned  judge  was  quite  right  in  the  view  he  took  at 
the  trial,  that  the  property  vested  by  the  transmission  of  the  bills  of 
lading  in  the  manner  described  to  the  defendants,  with  the  invoices 
at  the  same  time.  If  it  had  been  the  intent  of  the  vendors  to  pre- 
serve their  right  in  that  property  until  the  bill  drawn  against  it  was 
accepted,  they  ought  to  have  transmitted  the  bills  of' lading  indorsed 
in  blank  to  an  agent  to  be  delivered  over  only  in  case  the  acceptance 
took  place.  Having  delivered  them  without  that  qualification,  the 
property  vests  in  Kilgour  &  Leith,  or  the  defendants  as  their  agents. 
Our  judgment  in  this  case  is  in  conformity  with  that  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  the  case  of  Wilmshurst  v.  Bowker ;  but 
there  is  a  passage  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Abinger,  which  was  much 
relied  on  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  plaintifis.  The  circumstances 
of  the  two  cases  are  very  similar ;  and  Lord  Abinger  stated,  if  the 
facts  had  been  before  a  jury,  he  was  not  prepared  to  say  that  they 
might  not  have  drawn  the  inference  that  the  remitting  of  the  bankers' 
draft,  the  mode  of  payment  agreed  on  in  that  case,  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  vesting  of  the  property.  In  that  case,  there  may  have 
been  some  particular  facts  to  go  the  jury,  but  at  all  events,  it  was 
only  tjie  obiter  dictum  of  Lord  Abinger.  It  is  sufficient  to  say,  for 
the  reasons  before  given,  we  think  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  ques- 
tion of  fact  as  to  the  contract  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.  Several 
other  cases  were  cited  on  collateral  points,  to  which  it  is  unnecessary 
to  refer.     The  rule  is,  therefore,  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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LUMLET  V,  GyB.^ 
November  12,  13,  24,  1852. 

Common  Law  Procedure  Act  —  Demurring^  and  Pleading. 

Where  a  party  applies  for  leave  to  plead  by  way  of  traverse,  and  demur  to  the  same  plead- 
ing, ander  ue  15  &  16  Vict  c.  76,  s.  80,  he  ought  to  swear  that  the  allegations  proposed  to 
be  traversed  are  untrue. 

Semble  —  that  in  such  cases  if  the  facts  are  within  his  own  personal  knowledge,  he  mast  swear 
positively  to  that  effect ;  if  not,  then  that  he  is  so  informed  and  believes ;  and  if  a  third 
person  is  vouched  he  should  show  either  that  he  has  made  inquiry  of  that  person,  or  that 
it  would  be  impossible  or  inconvenient  to  do  so. 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  the  court  allowed  the  defendant  both  to  plead  and  demur  to  the 
declaration,  aldiough  the  validity  of  the  contract  had  been  affirmed  on  a  motion  for  an  in- 
junction in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  which  the  defendant  was  a  party,  and  in  the  decision 
of  which  court  he  had  acquiesced. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintifT,  being  the  proprietor  and 
manager  of  a  theatre  called  Her  Majesty's  Theatre,  wherein  operas 
and  other  entertainments  of  the  stage  were  used  and  accustomed  to 
be  represented  and  performed,  &c.,  on  the  9th  of  November,  1851, 
contracted  with  one  Joanna  Wagner  to  sing  and  perform  in  certain 
operas  and  parts  in  operas  at  his  said  theatre,  for  the  profit  and  ad- 
vantage of  the  plaintiff,  for  three  months,  to  date,  from  the  1st  of 
April,  1852,  upon  certain  terms  then  agreed  upon  between  them  i  and 
afterwards,  on  the  18th  of  March,  1852,  further  agreed  with  the  said 
Joanna  Wagner,  at  her  request,  that  the  commencement  of  the  said 
three  months  should  be  postponed  until  the  15th  of  April  in  the  same 
year,  of  all  which  the  defendant  had  notice;  yet  the  defendant  well 
knowing  the  premises,  whilst  the  said  contract  was  in  full  force,  and 
before  the  15th  of  April,  1852,  wrongfully,  and  in  violation  of  the  said 
contract,  on  the  5th  of  April,  1852,  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  said  Joanna  Wagner,  inconsistent  with  the  said  contract  with  the 
plaintiiT,  to  sing  and  perform  at  another  theatre  of  and  belonging  to 
the  defendant,  called  the  Royal  Italian  Opera,  Covent  Garden,  where 
operas  and  other  entertainments  of  the  stage  were  represented  and 
performed,  for  the  space  of  two  of  the  said  three  months  during  which 
she  had  so  contracted  with  the  said  plaintiff  to  sing  and  perform  at 
his  said  theatre  as  aforesaid,  by  which  the  said  Joanna  Wagner  would 
be  prevented  from  singing  and  performing  at  the  plaintiffs  theatre 
according  to  her  contract ;  and  on  and  after  making  his  said  agree- 
ment with  the  said  Joanna  Wagner,  and  also  after  the  said  defendant 
well  knew  that  the  said  Joanna  Wagner  was  bound  by  her  said  con- 
tract with  the  plaintiff,  to  sing  and  perform  at  his  said  theatre  accord- 
ing to  her  said  contract,  wrongfully  counselled,  aided,  and  assisted  the 
said  Joanna  Wagner  to  refrain  from  singing  and  performing  at  his 
said  theatre  according  to  her  said  contract ;  and  also  contracted  and 

—  ■  _    _  _-    -^ ^^ 
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agreed  with  the  said  Joanna  Wagner  to  indemnify  her  against  all  loss, 
costs,  and  damages  which  she  might  sustain  or  be  put  unto  by  reason 
of  her  breaking  her  said  contract  with  the  said  plaintiff.  It  then 
averred  that  the  said  Joanna  Wagner,  in  consequence  of  such  acts  of 
the  defendant,  did  not  appear,  or  sing,  or  perform  at  the  said  theatre 
of  the  plaintiff  during  any  part  of  the  said  three  months,  although  the 
said  Joanna  Wagner  could  and  might,  during  all  that  time,  have 
done  so,  according  to  the  terms  of  her  said  contract  with  the  plaintiff, 
and  although  the  plaintiff  was  willing  and  desirous  all  that  time  to 
permit  and  aUow  her  so  to  do,  whereof  the  said  Joanna  Wagner  and 
the  defendant  had  notice ;  by  means  of  which  said  several  premises 
the  plaintiff  wholly  lost,  and  was  deprived  of  the  services  of  the  said 
Joanna  Wagner,  at  his  said  theatre,  as  su6h  singer  and  performer  du* 
ring  the  whole  of  the  said  three  months,  and  thereby  lost  and  was 
deprived  of  divers  great  gains  and  profits,  which  he  might  and  other- 
wise would  have  made  and  acquired,  if  she  had  performed  her  said 
contract  with  him ;  and  was  hindered  and  prevented  from  deriving 
the  fall  benefits  from  divers  contracts  which  he  had  entered  into  with 
one  J.  M.  and  T.  C,  and  others,  on  the  faith  and  belief  that  the  said 
Joanna  Wagner  would  fulfil  her  said  contract  with  him ;  and  divers 
persons  were  hindered  and  prevented  from  making,  and  refused  to 
make  contracts  with  the  plaintiff  for  being  present  at  the  performances 
at  his  said  theatre  during  the  said  three  months ;  and  the  plaintiff  was 
greatly  injured  and  prejudiced  in  his  character  and  credit  as  such  pro- 
prietor and  manager  of  his  said  theatre,  and  the  value  of  his  interest 
therein  was  greatly  depreciated  and  lessened  in  value ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  hindered  and  prevented  from  bringing  out  divers  operas  which 
he  would  have  brought  out,  and  have  had  represented,  to  the  great 
profit  and  advantage  of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  said  Joanna  Wagner  had 
performed  her  said  contract  with  him ;  and  had  incurred  great  ex- 
pense, part  of  which  he  had  paid,  and  the  remainder  he  was  liable  to 
pay,  in  and  about  making  journeys,  and  taking  legal  proceedings  for 
the  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  make  the  said  Joanna  Wagner  perform 
her  said  contract  with  him,  and  to  restrain  and  prevent  her  from 
breaking  the  same ;  to  the  damage,  &c. 

Creasy^  now  moved  for  leave  to  plead,  first,  not  guilty;  secondly, 
a  traverse  of  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  Joanna  Wagner 
being  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  defendant  entered  into  his  agree- 
ment with  Joanna  Wagner,  and  committed  the  other  grievances 
aUeged,  &c. ;  thirdly,  a  traverse  of  the  defendant  knowing  the  said 
contract  to  be  in  force,  and  having  notice  of  the  premises,  &c. ;  fourth- 
ly, a  traverse  of  its  having  been  in  consequence  of  the  alleged  acts 
of  the  defendant,  that  Joanna  Wagner  did  not  sing  and  perform  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  likewise  to  demur  to  the  declaration,  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  show  any  cause  of  action.  The  affidavit  is  made  by 
the  defendant  and  his  attorney  jointly,  that  they  are  advised  and  b^ 
lieve  that  the  defendant  has  "  just  ground  to  traverse  the  several  mat- 
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ters  proposed  to  be  traversed,"  and  <<  that  the  objection  proposed  to 
be  raised  by  demurrer,  is  a  good  and  valid  objection  in  law."  This 
is  in  accordance  with  the.  80th  section  of  the  15  &  16  Vict  c.  76, 
which  enacts  that  "  either  party  may,  by  leave  of  the  court  or  a  judge, 
plead  and  demur  to  the  same  pleading  at  the  same  time,  upon  an 
affidavit  by  such  party,  or  his  attorney,  if  required  by  the  court  or 
judge  to  the  effect  that  he  is  advised  and  believes  that  he  has  just 
ground  to  traverse  the  several  matters,  proposed  to  be  traversed  by 
him,  and  that  the  several  matters  sought  to  be  pleaded  as  afore- 
said, by  way  of  confession  and  avoidance,  are  respectively  true  in 
substance  and  in  fact,  and  that  he  is  further  advised  and  believes  that 
the  objections  raised  by  such  demurrer  are  good  and  valid  objections 
in  law,  and  it  shall  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  a  judge,  to 
direct  which  issues  shall  be  first  disposed  of." 

[Parke,  B.  There  is  good  reason  for  you  to  demur;  but  your 
client  does  not  pledge  his  oath  that  the  facts  which  he  proposes  to 
traverse  are  not  true.] 

The  act  of  parliament  does  not  require  such  an  affidavit  as  to  tra- 
verses, but  only  as  to  pleas  in  confession  and  avoidance,  and  similar 
language  is  used  in  the  81st  section. 

[Parke,  B.  We  ought  not  to  be  satisfied  with  an  affidavit  follow- 
ing the  words  of  the  statute  where  the  matters  are  within  the  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  party  pleading. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  privilege  given  by  the  statute  is  only  to  be 
allowed  where  a  man  shows  by  his  own  affidavit  that  he  has  merits 
in  fact  as  well  as  law.] 

Here  the  facts  traversed  are  more  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  plaintiff. 

[Alderson,  B.  Each  case  must  depend  on  its  own  merits.  What 
is  the  first  plea  proposed  to  be  pleaded  ?] 

Not  guilty. 

[Parke,  B.  That  puts  in  issue  that  the  defendant  induced  Joanna 
Wagner  to  break  her  contract.  That  is  a  fact  within  the  defendant's 
own  knowledge,  and  should  be  sworn  to.] 

The  second  plea  traverses  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Joanna  Wagner  being  in  force  at  the  time  of  her  contract  with  the 
defendant. 

[Parke,  B.  Speaking  for  myself  only,  I  should  say  that  a  state- 
ment that  he  is  advised  and  believes  that  fact  to  be  true,  would  pro- 
bably be  sufficient.] 

The  third  plea  is  a  traverse  of  the  defendant's  having  notice  of  the 
contract. 

[  Parke,  B.     That  must  be  within  his  own  knowledge.] 
As  the  fourth  plea  traverses  the  averment,  that  in  consequence  of 
the  defendant's  act  Joanna  Wagner  did  not  perform  her  contract  with 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  cannot  do  more  than  swear  to  his  belief 
as  to  that  point 

[Alderson,  B.  He  may  inquire  of  Joanna  Wagner,  who  must 
know  it] 

She  is  not  in  England. 
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[  AX.DER80N,  B.  Where  a  third  person  is  vouched,  you  should  either 
inquire  of  that  person  or  show  a  good  reason  for  not  doing  so.] 

The  application  for  the  rule  was  then  withdrawn,  and,  on  the  fol- 
lowing day, 

Creasy  renewed  the  motion.  The  affidavits  have  been  amended, 
although  it  is  submitted  that  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute 
is,  that  an  affidavit  in  the  words  of  the  statute  is  quite  sufficient. 
The  affidavit  of  the  defendant,  however,  now  stp.tes  that  the  third 
proposed  plea  is  true  in  substance  and  in  fact 4  and  as  to  that  and 
the  pleas  proposed  to  be  pleaded  secondly  and  fourthly,  that  when  be 
made  and  entered  into  his  contract  with  Joanna  Wagner  he  did  not 
know,  nor  had  he. any  notice  that  the  contract  between  her  and  the 
plaintiff  was  in  force,  but  on  the  contrary  it  was  then  represented  to 
him  by  Joanna  Wagner  and  others,  and  he  then  verily  believed  that 
it  had  then  been  broken  and  put  an  end  to  in  consequence  of  the 
plaintiff  having  failed  to  pay  her  certain  caution  money,  according  to 
the  contract;  that  Joanna  Wagner,  in  her  answer  to  a  bill  in  chancery, 
filed  by  the  plaintiff,  had  stated  and  sworn  of  and  respecting  her  con- 
tract with  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaration  mentioned  and  the  caution 
money  stipulated  for  in  the  said  contract,  and  respecting  the  reasons 
why  she  did  not  sing  for  the  plaintiff,  and  respecting  the  communica- 
tions between  her  and  the  defendant,  "  that  she  waited  for  payment 
of  the  caution  money  until,  &c.,  when  she  believed  that  in  conse- 
quence of  the  non-payment  thereof  the  contract  with  the  plaintiff 
was  at  an  end,  and  that  she  had  been  informed  by  S.  and  T.,  singers 
employed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  believed  that  their  last  season's  salaries 
then  still  remained  unpaid  to  them  by  the  plaintiff;  and  she  having 
also  then  been  informed  and  believed  that  the  plaintiff  Mid  then  latqjy 
been  arrested  for  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  under  such  circumstan- 
ces and  belief,  &c.,  and  no  offer  having  been  made  to  pay  the  caution 
money,  she,  fearing,  from. the  late  period  of  the  year,  that  she  should 
lose  all  engagements  for  the  season,  informed  the  defendant  that  she 
had  no  longer  any  contract  with  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  hav- 
ing expressed  his  desire  to  enter  into  an  engagement  with  her  to  act,&c. 
at  the  Royal  Italian  Opera,  she  concluded  an  agreement  with  him ;" 
that  Joanna  Wagner  is  now  on  the  continent ;  that  as  to  the  plea  of 
not  guilty,  the  defendant  is  advised  and  believes  that  it  is  uncertain 
how  many  and  what  statements  in  the  declaration  that  plea  puts  in 
issue,  and  that  he  therefore  cannot  safely  swear  to  the  truth  of  the  same, 
but  he  swears  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  any  wrongful,  unfair,  or  dishon- 
est act  towards  the  plaintiff,  or  any  other  person,  in  his  dealings  and 
communications  .with  Joanna  Wagner ;  and  that  he  is  advised  and 
believes  that  the  plea  of  not  guilty  is  material  and  necessary  to  his 
defence;  also  that  he  is  advised  and  believes  that  he  has  a  good 
defence  to  the  action  on  the  merits  both  as  to  fact  and  law ;  and  that 
he  is  advised  and  believes  that  the  pleas  proposed  to  be  pleaded  are 
each  and  all  of  them  necessary  to  enable  him  to  go  fully  and  com- 
pletely into  his  defence  on  the  facts  of  this  case. 
VOL  XII.  38 
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The  court  having  granted  a  rule  to  show  cause,  the  case  came  on 
for  argument  on  the  24th  of  November. 

Hoggins  {Bayley  with  him)  showed  cause.  The  affidavit  states 
that  before  the  present  action  was  brought  the  plaintiff  had  obtained 
an  injunction  from  Parker,  V.  C,  against  Joanna  Wagner,  to  prevent 
her  from  singing  or  performing  at  the  defendant's  theatre  ;  that  the 
defendant  was  a  party  to  the  proceedings ;  that  all  the  parties  were 
heard,  and  the  validity  of  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Joanna  Wagner  fuHy  difecussed  and  considered;  that  that  judgment 
has  been  appealed  against  and  confirmed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor; 
against  that  judgment  the  defendant  has  not  appealed,  and  thereby 
shows  that  he  has  acquiesced  in  it  Under  these  circumstances  he 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  raise  the  same  point  before  another  court 

[Platt,  B.  Is  a  party  to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  as  to  a  fact  which  is  matter  for  a  jury  ?  Besides,  he  may 
be  entitled  to  a  writ  of  error.] 

The  defendant  submitted  himself  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Equity. 

i Martin,  B.    How  could  he  help  submitting  to  the  Lord  Chan- 
or's  judgment  ?     You  may,  if  you  please,  reply  an  estoppel. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  It  would  make  no  difference  even  if  he  had 
appealed  to  the  house  of  lords. 

Parke,  B.  At  present  no  reason  has  been  given  why  the  defend- 
ant should  not  be  allowed  both  to  demur  and  traverse.] 

Hoggins.     The  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  plead  the 
particular  pleas.     He  has  not  sufficiently  sworn  to  the  truth  of  the 
first  and  second  pleas. 
•  \Per  Ourmm.     We  think  his  affidavit  sufficient] 

The  tlvird  plea  is  bad  ;  it  professes  to  answer  the  whole  and  affords 
an  answer  to  a  part  only.     It  amounts  to  a  discontinuance. 

[Parke,  B.'  Then  apply  to  a  judge  to  deal  with  it  My  opinion 
is  quite  against  you  on  that  point] 

The  fourth  plea  amounts  to  not  guilty,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed, 
as  being  in  violation  of  the  76th  section  of  the  statute. 

[Parke,  B.  I  certainly  thought  the  plea  of  not  guilty*would  be 
sufficient,  but  a  judge  at  the  trial  might  perhaps  be  of  a  different 
opinion.] 

Creasy  ( Willes  with  him),  for  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  rule. 
The  defendant  will  give  up  the  fourth  traverse  if  the  plaintiff  will  allow 
the  subject-matter  to  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue. 
[This  was  refused  by  the  other  side.]  The  traverse,  then,  ought  to 
be  allowed,  for  Joanna  Wagner  may  have  refused  to  sing  for  the 
plaintiff,  but  not  in  consequence  of  any  act  of  the  defendant 

Per  Ouriam.^  As  there  might  arise  a  question  at  Nisi  JPrins  respect- 


^  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  Martin,  B. 
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ing  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  under  this  plea,  we  think  the 
plea  ought  to  be  allowed, 

RtUe  dbsohUe  accordingly. 


Jackson  v.  Burnham,  and  Eliza,  his  wife,  administratrix  of  B. 

Beaumont.^ 

November  25,  1852. 

Insolvent  —  Right  to  sue  after  Vesting  Order. 

An  insolvent  who  has  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court  for  his  discharge  under  1  &  2  Vict 
c.  110,  maj  sue  for  a  debt  which  accrues  due  to  him  after  the  vesting  order,  and  before  his 
final  discharge,  unless  the  provisional  assignee  interferes. 

\nerbert  v.  Sayer^  5  Q.  B.  Bep.  965,  affirmed. — Eds.] 

Debt  against  the  defendant,  and  his  wife,  as  administratrix  of  B. 
Beaumont,  for  lodging,  attendance,  and  necessaries  supplied  to  the 
deceased,  goods  sold,  money  lent,  and  on  an  account  stated. 

Plea  to  all,  except  5/.  65.  lOd!,,  that  before,  &c.,  the  plaiutiff  peti- 
tioned the  Insolvent  Court  for  his  discharge ;  that  thereupon  a  vest- 
ing order  was  made,  pursuant  to  the  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  that 
all  real  and  personal  estates  and  effects  of  the  now  plaintiff,  both 
within  this  realm  and  abroad,  (except  the  wearing  apparel,  bedding, 
and  other  such  necessaries  of  the  plaintiff  and  Ms  family,  and  the 
working  tools  and  implements  of  the  plaintiff,  not  exceeding,  in  the 
whole,  the  value  of  20Z.),  also  all  the  future  estate, .  right,  title,  inte- 
rest, and  trust  of  the  now  plaintiff  in  or  to  any  real  or  personal  estate 
and  effects  within  this  realm,  or  abroad,  which  the  now  plaintiiK 
might  purchase,  or  which  might  revert,  descend,  or  be  devised  or  be- 
queathed, or  come  to  him  before  he  should  become  entitled  to  his 
final  discharge  in  pursuance  of  the  said  act,  according  to  the  adjudi- 
cation in  that  behalf,  or  in  case  the  now  plaintiff  should  obtain  his 
full  discharge  from  custody  without  any  adjudication  being  made  by 
the  said  court,  then  before  the  now  plaintiff  should  be  fully  discharged 
from  custody,  and  all  debts  due  or  growing  due  to  the  now  plaintifl', 
or  to  be  due  to  him  before  such  discharge  as  aforesaid,  should  be 
vested  in  one  Samuel  Sturgis,  then,  and  being  still,  the  provisional 
assignee  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  insolvent  debtors  in  England. 
The  plea  then  averred  that  the  said  order  was  duly  entered  of  record 
and  published,  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  &c.,  the  plaintiff  became 
entitled  to  be,  and  was  finally  discharged  by  an  order  duly  made ; 
and  that  so  much  of  the  debt  as  was  pleaded  to  was  contracted  and 
the  cause  of  action  accrued  due  in  respect  thereof,  after  the  said  vest- 


i  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  18. 
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ing  order,  and  before  the  plaintiff  became  entitled  to  his  final  dis- 
charge, and  was  discharged,  and  thereupon,  by  virtue  of  the  s«aid 
vesting  order  and  of  the  said  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  the  debt,  money,  and 
cause  of  action  pleaded  to,  and  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  of  and  in,  and  to  the  same  became,  and  were  vested  in  Sam- 
uel Sturgis,  as  provisional  assignee.  Verification. 
Special  demurrer  and  joinder. 

Hawkins^  in  support  of  the  demurrer.^  The  question  raised  by 
this  demurrer  is,  whether  an  insolvent  can  sue  for  a  debt  accruing 
due  after  the  vesting  order  and  before  his  final  discharge,  the  provi- 
sional assignee  not  having  interfered.  The  petition  is  filed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  35th  section  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  and  declares 
that  the  petitioner  is  willing  that  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  and 
effects  shall  be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee  for  the  time  being ; 
and  the  37th  section  ^  vests  in  the  provisional  assignee  all  the  insol- 
vent's real  and  personal  estate,  and  all  his  future  estate,  and  all  debts 
due  or  growing  due  before  his  discharge.  It  has  been  decided'that 
debts  accruing  due  before  the  insolvent's  discharge,  vest  in  the  provi- 
sional assignee  —  Ford  v.  Dabbs,  5  Man.  &  G.  369;  s.  c.  12  liaw  J. 
Rep.  (n.  8.^  C.  P.  134;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  insolvent  from 
suing  in  his  own  name,  if  the  assignee  does  not  choose  to  interfere. 
Under  s.  42,  the  assignee  is  empowered  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  if  the 
court  shall  so  order  for  recovering  any  debts ;  but  if  the  plaintiff  can- 
not maintain  his  action,  the  debt  would  be  lost,  unless  an  order  were 
made  that  the  assignee  should  sue  for  it  Herbert  v.  Sayer^  5  Q.  B. 
Rep.  965 ;  s.  c.  13  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  209,  in  fact,  decides  this 
case.     The  Exchequer  Chamber  there  held,  under  6  Geo.  4,  c  16,  s. 


1  November  10,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Mab- 

■jIN,  B. 

2  Sect  37,  enacts,  "  That  upon  the  filing  of  Buch  petition  by  such  prisoner,  or  on  tlic 
filing  of  such  petition  of  such  creditor  or  creditors  as  aforesaid,  and  the  evidence  in 
support  thereof^  as  the  case  may  be,  it  shall  be  Uwful  for  the  said  Court  for  the  Relief 
of  Insolvent  Debtors,  and  such  court  is  hereby  authorized  and  recjnired,  to  order  that 
all  the  real  und  personal  estate  and  effects  of  such  prisoner,  both  within  this  realm  and 
abroad,  except  the  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  and  other  such  necessaries  of  such  penson 
and  his  family,  and  the  working  tools  and  implements  of  such  prisoner,  not  exceedizi|r 
in  the  whole  the  value 'of  20/.,  and  all  the  future  estate,  right,  tide,  interest,  and  trust 
of  such  prisoner  in  or  to  any  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  within  this  realm  or 
abroad  which  such  prisoner  may  purchase,  or  which  may  revert,  descend,  be  devised  or 
bequeathed,  or  come  to  him,  before  he  shall  become  entitled  to  his  final  discbai^  in 
pursuance  of  this  act,  according  to  the  adjudication  made  in  that  behalf;  or  in  case  such 
prisoner  shall  obtain  his  fuU  discharge  from  custody  without  any  adjudication  being 
made  by  the  said  court,  then  before  such  prisoner  shall  be  so  fully  discharged  from 

such  prisoner,  or  to  be  due  to  him  or  her 
'    '        ''  •  '       1        •  for  the 

order 

shall  be  entered  of  record  in  the  same  court,  and  such  notice  thereof  shall  be  published 
as  the  said  court  shall  direct ;  and  such  order  when  so  made  shall,  without  any  con- 
veyance or  assignment,  vest  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  such 
prisoner,  and  afi  such  future  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  as  aforesaid,  of 
every  nature  and  kind  whatsoever,  and  all  such  debts  as  aforesaid  in  the  said  provisional 
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63  and  127 1  and  1  &  2  WiU.  4,  c  56,  s.  25,a  that  a  bankrapt  who 
has  been  twice  bankrupt,  but  whose  estate  has  not  paid  fifteen  shil- 
lings in  the  pound  under  the  second  bankruptcy,  may  acquire  and 
contract  for  the  benefit  of  his  assignees,  and  sue  in  respect  of  such 
property  or  contract  if  the  assignees  do  not  interfere. 

M.  Smitli^  contra.  Herbert  v.  Sayer  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the 
construction  of  the  Insolvent  Act ;  and  one  of  the  reasons  there 
given,  that  otherwise  there  would  be  no  protection  to  persons  dealing 
with  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  does  not  apply  to  an  insolvent,  since 
the  time  between  the  petition  and  the  discharge  is  limited.  This 
particular  debt  vested  in  the  assignee  ;  and  the  insolvent  and  the 
assignee  cannot  both  be  entitled  to  sue  for  it.  What  would  be  the 
effect  of  an  order  that  the  assignee  should  sue  being  made  after  the 
action  brought  or  judgment  obtained  ?  He  referred  to  Younff  v. 
Rishwarth^  8  Ad.  &  E.  470 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  267. 


1  The  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  s.  63,  enacted  that  "  the  commissioners  shall  assign  to  the 
assignees,  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  all  the  present  and  future 
personal  estate  of  such  bankrupt  wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found  or  known,  and 
all  property  which  he  may  purchase,  or  which  may  reyert,  descend,  be  devised  or  be- 
queathed, or  come  to  him,  before  he  diall  have  obtained  hb  certificate ;  and  the  com- 
missioners shall  also  assign  as  aforesaid  all  debts  due  or  to  be  due  to  the  bankrupt 
wheresoever  the  same  may  be  found  or  known,  and  such  assignment  shall  vest  the  pro- 
perty, right,  and  interest  in  such  debts  in  such  assignees,  as  fully  as  if  the  assurance 
whereby  they  are  secured  had  been  made  to  such  assignees ;  and  after  such  assign- 
ment, neither  the  bankrupt  nor  any  person  ckuming  through  or  under  him  shall  have 
power  to  recoyer  the  same,  nor  to  make  any  release  or  discnaige  thereof,  neither  shall 
the  same  be  attached  as  the  debt  of  the  buikrupt  by  any  ^rson  according  to  the  cus- 
tom of  the  city  of  London  or  otherwise,  but  such  assignees  shall  have  like  remedy  to 
recover  the  same  in  their  own  names  as  the  bankrupt  himself  might  have  had  if  he  bad 
not  been  adjudged  bankrupt" 

Sect.  127.  **  That  if  any  person  who  shall  have  been  so  discharged  by  such  certificate 
as  aforesaid,  or  who  shall  have  compounded  with  his  creditors,  or  who  shall  have  been 
discharged  by  any  Insolvent  Act,  shall  be  or  become  bankrupt,  and  have  obtained  or 
shall  hereafter  obtain  such  certificate  as  aforesaid,  unless  his  estate  shall  produce  (after 
all  chaiges^  sufilcient  to  pay  eveiy  creditor  under  the  commission  15s.  m  the  pound, 
such  certificate  shall  only  protect  his  person  from  arrest  and  imprisonment,  out  his 
future  estate  and  efiects  (except  his  tools  of  trade  and  necessary  household  furniture, 
and  the  wearing  apparel  of  himself,  his  wife  and  children,)  shall  vest  in  the  assignees 
under  the  said  conunission,  who  shall  be  entitled  to  seize  the  same  in  like  manner  as 
they  might  have  seized  property  of  which  such  bankrupt  was  possessed  at  the  issuing 
the  commission.'' 

3  It  enacted  ^*  that  when  any  person  hath  been  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  all  his  personal 
estate  and  efiects,  present  and  future,  which  by  the  laws  now  in  force  may  be  assigned 
by  commissioners  acting  in  the  execution  of  a  commission  against  such  bankrupt,  shall 
become  absolutely  vested  in  and  tranrferred  to  the  assignees  or  assignee  for  the  time 
being,  by  virtue  of  their  appointment,  without  aay  deed  of  assignment  for  that  purpose, 
as  fiuly  to  all  intents  as  il  such  estate  and  efilects  were  assigned  by  deed  to  such 
assignees  and  the  survivor  of  them ;  and  as  often  as  any  such  §ssignee  shall  die  or  be 
lawfully  removed,  and  a  new  assignee  duly  appointed,  all  such  personal  estate  as  was 
then  vested  in  such  deceased  or  removed  assignee  shall  by  virtue  of  such  appointment 
vest  in  the  new  assignee,  either  alone  or  jointty  with  the  Existing  assignees,  as  the  case 
may  require,  without  any  deed  of  assignment  for  that  purpose." 

38* 
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Hawkinsy  in  reply.  Young  v.  Rishworth  was  overruled  by  Herbert 
V.  Sayer, 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by  — 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case  the  declaration  was  in  an  action  for 
debt  Plea,  that  before  the  action,  the  plaintiff,  being  a  prisoner,  duly 
petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court,  and  the  court  made  an  order  vesting 
the  plaintiff's  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  before  his  discharge, 
in  Samuel  Sturgis,  the  provisional  assignee.  The  plea  then  alleged 
that  the  debt  had  accrued  after  the  order,  and  before  the  discharge. 
To  this  plea  there  was  a  special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  that  it 
was  not  alleged  that  the  provisional  assignee  had  interfered  to  recover 
the  debt 

The  case  was  argued,  before  my  brothers  Alderson,  B.,  Piatt,  B., 
and  Martin,  B.,  and  myself,  on  the  10th  of  November  last  The 
question  argued  before  us,  which  we  are  now  to  decide,  is  substan- 
tially whether  an  insolvent  can  sue  for  a  debt  arising  after  the  vesting 
order  before  his  final  discharge,  which  his  provisional  assignee  does 
not  interfere  to  recover.  The  terms  of  the  37th  section  of  the  1  &  2 
Vict  c.  110,  are  no  doubt  very  strong  and  clear.  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  now  to  read  the  whole  of  that  section.  There  is  no  doubt 
they  do  very  clearly  and  unequivocally  vest  in  the  provisional  assignee 
all  the  personal  estate,  both  present  and  accruing  due,  and  hereafter 
to  become  due.  They  establish  the  right  of  the  provisional  assignee 
as  against  the  insolvent  and  every  other  person.  But  the  question  is, 
whether  the  defendant,  can  set  up  this  defence  without  any  interfer- 
ence or  any  authority  from  a  third  party,  namely,  the  provisional 
assignee.  There  has  not  been  any  decision  upon  this  point  with 
reference  to  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act 

It  has  been  decided  that  debts  accruing  before  the  discharge  vest 
in  the  provisional  assignee,  as  no  doubt  they  do ;  but  in  the  case  in 
which  that  was  decided  the  precise  question  before  us  did  not  arise. 
There  is  a  recent  decision  in  the  Court  of  Error  upon  a  similar  enact* 
ment  in  the  bankrupt  law,  by  which  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  are 
bound.  The  case  is  Herbert  v.  Sayer.  The  seventh  plea  in  that  case 
was,  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  twice  bankrupt,  and  had  not  paid  fif- 
teen shillings  in  the  pound  under  his  second  bankruptcy,  and,  there« 
fore,  the  debt  in  question  belonged  to  the  assignees.  To  this  there 
was  a  special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  as  in  this  case,  that  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  assignees  had  interfered.  Upon  the  argument  in 
the  Queen's  Bench,  that  court  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant  on 
the  seventh  plea ;  this  judgment  was  reviewed  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer Chamber,  and,  after  taking  time  to  consider,  that  court  Reversed 
the  judgment  of  Ihe  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  gave  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff.  The  statute  upon  which  the  question  depended  was, 
the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,  ss.  63  and  127,  and  in  the  63d  section  it  is  ex- 
pressly enacted,  not  only  that  the  property  shall  vest  in  the  assignees, 
but  that  neither  the  bankrupt,  nor  any  one  claiming  under  him,  shall 
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have  power  to  recover  the  debts ;  yet  the  court  held  that  the  bankrupt 
had  a  right  to  sue  except  as  against  his  assignees ;  and  as  the  plea 
did  not  allege  their  interference,  it  did  not  contain  a  complete  defence. 
All  the  previous  cases  were  adverted  to  in  the  judgment,  which  is 
binding  upon  us  as  the  decision  of  a  court  of  error,  and  is  entitled  to 
great  respect  as  a  very  elaborate  and  deliberate  judgment 

It  is  contended  that  the  words  in  the  Insolvent  Act  are  not  precisely 
the  same  as  those  of  this  act.  In  the  first  place,  we  think,  the  words 
of  the  Bankrupt  Act  are  quite  as  strong,  if  not  stronger,  than  those  of 
the  Insolvent  Act,  for  they  actually  contain  a  prohibition  against  the 
bankrupt  suing  for  and  recovering  the  money ;  but  even  if  this  were 
not  so,  we  think  it  very  unadvisable  in  considering  the  construction 
of  statutes  like  these,  which  relate  to  similar  nmtters,  to  draw  fine 
and  minute  distinctions,  rendering  it  very  difficult  for  suitors  to  know 
by  what  rule  such  cases  are  governed.  We  think,  therefore,  the  same 
construction  ought  to  be  put  upon  similar  provisions  in  insolvency  and 
in  bankruptcy,  and  in  bankruptcy  it  is  res  judicata.  We  have  given 
as  the  foundation  of  our  judgment,  the  authority  of  a  decision  by  a 
superior  court,  but  we  would  add  that  the  doctrine  is  by  no  means 
new,  that  the  express  words  of  a  statute  may  be  controlled  and  con- 
fined to  the  mischief  contemplated  by  the  act.  In  Edwa/rds  v.  Dick^ 
4  B.  &  Aid.  212,  it  was  held,  that,  although  the  statute  of  Anne,  c. 
14,  s.  1,  makes  "  bills  of  exchange  given  for  money  won  at  play  utterly 
void,  frustrate,  and  of  none  effect,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  what- 
ever, any  law,  usage,  or  custom  to  .the  contrary  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing," an  innocent  indorsee  of  such  bill  might  recover  against  the 
drawer,  the  winner  of  the  money,  who  had  procured  an  acceptance 
from  the  loser  of  the  money  ana  had  indorsed  it  to  the  plaintiff.  Mr. 
Justice  Hohroyd  referred  to  the  cases  of  ecclesiastical  leases  under  the 
13  Eliz.  c.  10,  9.  3,  which,  although  declared  to  be  utterly  void  in  the 
same  language  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  have  always 
been  held  good  as  between  the  parties  themselves ;  the  object  of  the 
statute  being  merely  to  prevent  any  injury  to  the  succession,  not  being 
intended  to  destroy  any  obligation  on  the  parties  to  the  instrument 
themselves.     The  judgment,  therefore,  will  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

I  should,  however,  add  that  my  brother  Martin,  who  heard  the  case 
argued  along  with  my  brothers  Alderson  and  Piatt  (and  this  is  the 
judgment  of  myself,  my  brother  Alderson,  and  my  brother  Piatt), 
entertains  some  doubt  whether,  although  there  be  a  decision  in  bank- 
ruptcy, we  are  not  bound  to  take  the  very  express  language  of  ano- 
ther act  upon  which  there  has  not  been  actually  a  positive  decision, 
and  administer  the  law  in  that  way  in  which  we  should  do  if  we 
merely  looked  at  the  express  language  of  the  statute.  Entertaining 
that  doubt,  I  am  not  authorized  in  saying  this  is  also  the  judgment 
of  my  brother  Martin ;  but  he  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  differ  from 
us  by  giving  a  separate  judgment,  but  merely  requested  me  to  state 
that  he  did  entertain  those  doubts  to  which  I  have  adverted. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Ro8KRU6£  17.  CaDDY  AND  MaYNE.^ 
Jane  10,  1852. 

Replevin  —  Avowry —  Time*  of  Rent  Accruing'. 

Replevin.  Avowry  "  that  the  plaintiff  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  all  the  time  during  which 
the  rent  hereinafter  mentioned  to  be  distrained  for,  was  accming  due,  and  from  thenoe 
until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjoyed  the  said  close  in  which,  &c^  as 
tenant  thereof  to  the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof  theretofore  made  at 
and  under  a  certain  rent,  to  wit,  the  yearly  rent  of  802.,  and  because  a  laige  sum,  to  wit, 
the  sum  of  80/.,  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  a  certain  time,  to  wit,  one  year,  ending  on  the  29tfa 
of  September,  A.  D.  1851,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  until  and  at 
the  said  time  when,  &C.,  %as  due  and  in  arrear"  the  distress  was  taken.  Plea  in  bar,  rieBS 
in  arrere. 

At  the  trial  it  was  proved,  that  there  was  no  rent  due  for  the  year  ending  the  29th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1851,  but  that  a  portion  of  the  previous  year's  rent  was  due :  — 

Beldj  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  verdict 

Replevin.  Avowry  and  cognizance  for  that  the  plaintiff  for  a  long 
time,  to  wit,  for  all  the  time  during  which  the  rent  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, to  be  distrained  for,  was  accruing  due,  and  from  thence  imtil 
and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjoyed  the  said  close  in 
which,  &c.,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  said  J. 
Caddy,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof  theretofore  made,  on  and 
under  a  certain  rent,  to  wit,  the  yearly  rent  of  80Z.,  and  because  a 
large  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  80/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  a  certain 
time,  to  wit,  one  year,  ending  on  the  29th  of  September,  A.  D.  1851, 
on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  was  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  plaintiff  to  the 
said  J.  Caddy,  he,  the  said  J.  Caddy,  well  avows,  and  the  said  J. 
Gates  Mayne,  as  bailiff  of  the  said  J.  Caddy,  well  acknowledges  the 
taking  of  the  said  cattle,  corn,  goods,  and  chattels,  in  the  said  close, 
in  which,  &c.,  and  justly,  &c.,  as,  for,  and  in  the  name  of  a  distress 
for  the  said  rent  so  due  and  in  arrear  as  aforesaid,  and  which  still  re- 
mains due  and  unpaid.  Verification  and  prayer  of  a  return  of  the 
distress  and  damages  according  to  the  statute. 

Pleas  in  bar,  non  tenuit  and  riens  in  arrere^  and  issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Erie,  J.,  at  the  spring  assizes  for  Cornwall, 
A.  D.  1852,  it  was  proved  that  on  the  24th  of  September,  1849,  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  J.  Caddy,  entered  into  an  agreement,  not 
under  seal,  whereby  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  take  and  the  defendant  to 
let  a  certain  farm  "  for  the  term  of  seven  years,  from  the  29th  day  of 
September  instant,  paying  for  the  first  year  at  the  rate  of  80/.,  the 
following  years  to  be  dependent  on  the  rise  or  fall  of  the  price  of 
corn."  In  the  course  of  the  first  year  some  payments  were  made  on 
account  of  the  rent  of  80/.,  but  28/.  remained  unpaid.  In  August, 
1851,  the  defendant  distrained  for  88/.  as  rent  due  up  to  midsummer 
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in  that  year,  whereas,  in  fact,  there  was  no  part  of  the  second  year's 
rent  due,  it  being  payable  yearly.  Under  this  distress  beasts  of  the 
plough  were  improperly  taken  for  the  rent  actually  due,  and  the  dis- 
tress was  abandoned  as  to  the  residue.  Subsequent  proceedings  were 
taken  in  the  county  court  for  the  illegal  distress,  the  result  of  which 
was  admitted  to  be  that  the  28/.  so  in  arrear  was  still  unpaid,  and 
capable  of  being  again  distrained  for.  On  the  30th  of  September, 
1851,  the  defendant  distrained  again  for  80/.  as  rent  due  for  the  second 
year,  and  this  distress  was  replevied.  There  was  no  evidence  of  the 
rent  having  been  fixed  by  reference  to  the  price  of  corn  or  otherwise 
for  the  second  year.  Upon  these  facts,  it  was  objected  that  the  avowry 
was  not  proved,  as  the  tenancy  set  up  was  a  yearly  tenancy  at  the 
fixed  sum  of  80/.  a  year,  whereas  the  agreement  (although  it  was  void 
as  a  lease  for  seven  years,  because  not  under  seal)  showed  that  the 
rent  for  the  second  year  was  to  be  dependent  upon  the  price  of  corn. 
His  lordship  held  that  this  was  the  effect  of  the  agreement.  It  was 
then  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendiants,  that  inasmuch  as  there 
was  a  portion  of  the  first  year's  rent  in  arrear,  the  distress  could  be 
supported,  and  that  the  amount  specified  in  the  avowry  and  cogni- 
zance was  immaterial.  A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  defendants,  with 
leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him,  with  four 
guineas  damages. 

A  rule  nisi  had  accordingly  been  obtained  on  the  ground  that  the 
distress  could  not  be  supported  by  proof  of  any  rent  accrued  due 
prior  to  Michaelmas,  1851 ;  against  which 

Collier  and  Mapnard^  now  showed  cause.^  It  being  admitted  that 
there  was  rent  due  at  the  time  of  the  distress,  the  landlord  was  justi- 
fied, for  there  is  no  question  on  this  record  as  to  the  distress  being 
excessive.  The  tenant  knows  that  some  rent  is  due,  and  a  misstate- 
ment of  the  time  when  it  accrued  due  is  immaterial.  The  object  of 
the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  22,  was  to  relieve  landlords  from  the  minute 
particularity  required  at  common  law ;  and  an  avowry  for  a  greater 
amount  than  is  due  will  not  prevent  the  defendant  succeeding  as  to 
what  was  due.  Forty  v.  Inibery  6  East,  434.  Chitty  on  Pleading, 
vol.  3,  p.  295,  7th  edit,  was  also  referred  to. 

Kinglakcj  Serg.,  and  Montague  Smith  were  not  called  upon  to  sup- 
port the  rule. 

Per  Curiam,  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  made 
absolute.     The  rent  claimed  is  not  included  in  the  avowry. 

Rule  absolute. 


1  Before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Aldebson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martik,  B. 
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PiNHORN   V.  SONSTER.^ 
November  17, 1852. 

Mortgage  —  Re-demUe-^  Interest  in  Premises  —  Right  of  distress. 

Trespass  to  goods.  Flea,  that  by  an  indentnre,  made  in  1847,  between  Q.  and  the  defend- 
ant, it  was  agreed  between  Q.  and  the  defendant,  who  was,  during  all  the  time  thereinafter 
mentioned,  possessed  of  certain  premises  for  a  certain  term  then  to  come  and  unexpired 
therein,  that  Q.  should  hold  the  premises  as  tenant  at  will  to  the  defendant,  at  the  jeariv 
rent  of  150/.,  for  which  rent  it  should  be  lawfnl  for  the  defendant  to  distrain  as  lan^lor^ 
may  for  rents  reserved  on  leases  for  years ;  that  Q.  held  the  premises  under  the  said  inden- 
ture and  agreement ;  that  three  years'  and  a  quarter's  arrears  of  rent  became  due,  daring 
the  time  Q.  held  the  premises  as  such  tenant,  and  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  them  a^ 
aforesaid  ;  and  that  tne  defendant  distrained  the  goods  for  rent  The  pUintiff  set  oat  the 
indenture  on  oyer,  from  which  it  appeared  that  Q.,  haying  become,  in  1847,  the  lessee  of 
the  premises,  under  M.  for  twenty-one  years,  wanting  one  &y,  and  having  borrowed  money 
from  the  defendant,  demised  the  premises  to  the  defendant  by  way  of  mortgage,  at  a 
peppercorn  rent,  and  that  the  defenaant  re-demised  the  same  to  Q.  at  a  yearly  rent  of  150/^ 
with  power  of  distress :  — 

ffddf  on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  not  showing  such  an  interest  in  the  premises,  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  as  entitled  him  to  distrain. 

Trespass  for  taking  the  plaintiff's  goods. 

Plea,  that  by  an  indenture  of  the  29th  of  July,  1847,  made  between 
S.  Quested  and  the  defendant,  it  was  agreed  between  S.  Quested 
and   the   defendant,  who    then  became,   and  during   all    the   time 
hereinafter  mentioned  was   possessed   of  the   premises  hereinafter 
mentioned,  for  a  certain  term  then  to  come  and  unexpired  therein, 
that  S.  Quested  should  hold   the   said   premises  in  the  indenture 
mentioned  as  tenant  at  will  to  the  defendant,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
150Z.,  payable  at  Lady  Day,  &c. ;  for  which  rent  it  should  be  lawful 
for  the  defendant  to  distrsiin  as  landlords  may  for  rents  reserved  on 
leases  for  years ;  but  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  defendant  at  any 
time  to  determine  such  tenancy  by  a  written  notice.     That.S.  Ques- 
ted held  the  premises  as  tenant  to  the  defendant  under  the  indenttue 
and  agreement     That  on  the  25th  of  December,  1851,  487/.  10s.  of 
the  rent  for  three  ^ears  and  a  quarter,  ending  on  the  said  2oth  of 
December,  during  all  which  time  Quested  held  the  premises  under  the 
indenture  as  such  ten^nt^  and  during  all  which  time  the  defendant  was 
possessed  of  the  said  premises  as  aforesaid,  became  due  from  Quested 
to  the  defendant.     Whereupon  the  defendant  distrained  the  goods 
and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the  same  then  being  upon 
the  said  premises. 

The  plaintiff  set  out  the  indenture  on  oyer,  being  a  mortgage-deed. 
It  recited  that  the  premises  in  question  were  demised  by  one  Mugge- 
ridge  to  S.  Quested  for  twenty-one  years,  wanting  one  day,  subject  to 
certain  conditions  and  covenants;  that  Quested  had  applied  to  the 
defendant  to  lend  him  400/.,  which  the  defendant  had  consented  to 
do  on  the  same  being  secured  as  thereinafter  mentioned.  The  inden- 
ture then  witnessed  that  Quested  demised  the  premises  in  question  for 
all  the  residue  of  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  wanting  one  day,  to 
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the  defendant,  at  a  peppercorn  rent,  with  the  usual  proviso  for  redemp- 
tion on  payment  of  principal  and  interest  It  was  then  further 
agreed  that  Quested  should  hold  the  premises  as  tenant  at  will  to 
the  defendant,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  150^,  for  which  rent  the  defend- 
ant might  distrain  on  the  premises,  as  landlords  might  for  rent  reserved 
on  leases  for  years.  There  was  then  a  proviso  for  reentry  in  case  of 
default  in  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest,  or  of  the  yearly  rent 
The  plaintiff  then  demurred  specially,^  assigning  for  causes  thereof, 
that  the  plea  did  not  allege  with  sufficient  certainty  what  estate  or 
interest  the  defendant  had  in  the  premises  at  the  time  Quested  agreed 
to  hold  them  as  tenant  at  will  to  the  defendant ;  and  that  the  allega- 
tion that  the  defendant  was  lawfully  possessed  of  the  same  for  a 
certain  term  was  too  general  and  uncertain ;  and  that  the  indenture 
did  not  operate  as  such  a  demise  of  the  premises  as  would  entitle  the 
defendant  to  distrain  the  goods  of  third  parties  for  rent 

T.  JoneSy  for  the  plaintiiF,  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer;  and 

Macnamaraj  for  the  defendant  The  defendant  was  entitled  under 
the  deed  to  distrain. 

[Parke,  B.  The  plea  does  not  aver  such  an  interest  in  the  defend- 
ant as  entitled  him  to  distrain.  The  deed  ought  to  have  averred  that 
the  defendant  had  an  estate  in  fee.  The  plea  is  defective  on  general 
demurrer.] 

The  averment  of  possession  is  sufficient 

{Parke,  B.  If  the  plaintiff's  goods  had  been  trespassing  on  the 
endant's  close,  the  latter  might  have  taken  them  damage  feasant, 
and  have  removed  them  to  some  convenient  place ;  but  he  cannot  do 
any  thing  else.,  He  ought  to  have  alleged  a  sesin  in  fee,  and  have 
stated  his  title,  and  then  if  the  fee  had  not  been  traversed,  he  would 
have  succeeded ;  but  in  the  present  case  there  is  nothing  but  a  title 
by  estoppel,  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  claim  either  through  the  defend- 
ant or  Quested.  The  defendant  had  no  right  to  distrain  for  the  rent 
In  Walker  v.  Giles,  6  Com.  B.  Rep.  663 ;  s.  c.  18  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.) 
C.  P.  323,  certain  shareholders  in  a  building  society,  by  way  of  secu- 
rity for  the  payment  of  their  contributions,  conveyed  premises  to 
trustees,  who  were  to  permit  the  shareholders  to  receive  the  rents 
until  default  in  payment  of  the  contributions,  with  power  to  the  trus- 
tees in  case  of  default  to  receive  the  rents  and  to  sell  the  premises. 
The  shareholders  also  agreed  to  become  tenants  to  the  trustees  of  the 
premises  "  henceforth  "  at  will,  at  a  yearly  rent  It  was  held  that 
this  indenture  did  not  operate  as  a  demise,  so  as  to  sustain  an  avowry, 
alleging  a  tenancy  under  the  trustees  at  a  yearly  rent ;  the  general 
scope  of  the  deed  being  inconsistent  w^ith  such  a  construction.] 

Per  Curiam?     The  plea  is  certainly  bad.     There  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


>  The  point  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  on  pending  special 
demurrers  is  reported  21  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  b.)  Ezch.  336 ;  s.  c  antef  p.  415. 
9  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Pabke,  B.,  Aldebson,  B,  and  Platt,  B. 
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Reoina  v.  Hodgson.^ 

Junes,  1832. 

Removal  of  Indictment  by  Ckrtiorari  —  5  Sjf  6  Will.  Sf  M.  c.  11,  s$,  2, 
3  —  Recognizance^  Form  of —  Sureties,  Liability  of  to  Costs, 

Upon  removal  of  an  indictment  by  certiorari  from  the  Sessions  to  the  Qacen^s  Bench,  the 
sureties  in  the  recognizance  become  bound  as  sureties  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  in  the 
event  of  a  verdict  being  found  for  the  crown,  although  there  are  no  words  to  that  effect  in  the 
conditions  to  the  recognizance;  the  3d  section  of  the  5  &  6  Will  &  H.  c  11,  being,  in 
effect,  incoi'porated  with  the  recognizance. 

The  recognizance  was  stated  to  have  been  entered  into  before  "  J.  T.,  Esq^  one  of  the  jus- 
tices for  the  county  of,"  &c. :  — 

Ilddy  good. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  a  replication  to  a  plea  to  an  estreat  The 
estreat  directed  the  sheriff  of  Westmoreland  to  inquire  as  to  the  lands 
and  tenements,  and  the  yearly  value  of  the  same  of  certain  persons 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the  said  estreat.  Among  the  list  of 
persons  mentioned  in  the  schedule,  appeared  the  name  of  Miles 
Hodgson,  as  follows :  —  "  Michaelmas  term,  13  Vict.  1849.  Of  Miles 
Hodgson,  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale,  in  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  shoe- 
maker, one  of  the  sureties  of  John  Thornton,  because  he  did  not  pay 
to  the  prosecutor  his  costs,  taxed  according  to  the  course  of  the  said 
court,  upon  an  indictment  for  certain  misdemeanors  whereof  be  was 
convicted  as  by  the  course  and  practice  of  the  said  court  he  ought  to 
have  done,  but  made  default     Forty  pounds." 

To  this  the  sheriff  had  made  a  return  in  which  he  certified  that  he 
had  been  served  with  a  copy  of  an  order  made  by  Talfourd,  J.,  by 
which  the  said  Miles  Hodgson  should  have  till  the  8th  day  of  the 
then  next  term  to  appear  and  plead  to  the  said  estreat 

The  plea  craved  oyer  of  the  roll  of  estreat,  and  the  said  extract  of 
recognizances,  whereby  it  appeared  that  one  John  Thornton  was 
indebted  to  the  crown,  in  80/.,  Henry  Robinson  in  40t,  and  the  said 
Miles  Hodgson  in  40/.,  John  Thornton  for  not  paying  the  costs  of 
the  prosecution  upon  a  certain  indictment  upon  which  he  had  been 
convicted,  and  the  said  Henry  Robinson,  and  Miles  Hodgson,  as  his 
sureties.  The  defendant,  then,  protesting  against  the  vaUdity  of  the 
estreat,  for  plea  nevertheless,  and  for  discharge  of  the  recognizance 
pleaded,  setting  out  the. recognizance  by  which  he  acknowledged  that 
John  Thornton  owed  to  the  crown  80/.,  the  said  Henry  Robinson  40/., 
and  the  defendant  40/.,  the  conditions  of  the  recognizances  being,  that 
if  he  the  said  "  John  Thornton,  shaU  appear  in  the  Queen's  Bench  at 
Westminster,  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  instant,  in  next  Trinity  term,  and 
shall  plead  to  all  and  singular  indictments  of  whatever  misdemeanors 
whereof  he  stands  indicted,  and  at  his  own  proper  costs  and  charges 
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shall  cause  and  procure  the  issue  or  issues  that  may  be  joined  thereon 
to  be  tried  in, the  same  term,  or  at  the  next  assizes  to  bf  holden 
after  the  same  term,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  if  the 
said  court  shall  not  appoint  any  other  time  for  the  trial  thereof,  and 
if  the  said  court  shall  appoint  any  other  time  for  the  trial  thereof,  then 
at  such  other  time,  and  shall  give  due  notice  of  such  trial  to  the  prose- 
cutor or  his  attbrney,  and  shall  appear,  from  day  to  day,  in  the  said 
court,  and  not  depart  until  discharged  by  the  said  court,  then  this  recog- 
nizance to  be  void  or  else  to  remain  in  full  force."  The  recognizance 
v^as  stated  to  have  been  entered  into  before  "  John  Tatham,  Esq.,  one 
of  the  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of,"  &c.,  not  saying  "  in  and 
for."  The  defendant  then  averred  that  previously  to  entering  into  the 
said  recognizance,  a  bill  of  indictment  had  been  presented  to  the  Quar- 
ter Sessions  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland,  against  the  said  John 
Thornton,  for  not  having  paid  certain  costs  which  had  been  awarded 
against  him  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  upon  the  trial  of  an 
appeal  against  a  certain  certificate  of  two  justices.  The  certificate 
was  for  stopping  up  and  diverting  a  portion  of  the  public  footway  in 
the  town  of  Kirkby  Lonsdale.  The  plea  then  averred  that  the  said 
John  Thornton  stood  indicted  with  no  other  indictment,  and  that  the 
said  indictment  was  by  a  writ  of  certiorari  removed  into  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench ;  that  the  said  John  Thornton  appeared  to  the  said 
indictment  and  pleaded  not  guilty  thereto,  and  issue  was  joined  there- 
upon. And  the  defendant  then  averred,  that  the  said  John  Thornton, 
to  wit,  on  the  6th  day  of  August,  at  Appleby,  in  the  county  of  West- 
moreland, at  his  own  proper  costs  and  charges,  did  cause  and  procure 
the  said  issue  so  joined  as  aforesaid  to  be  tried  in  the  due  course  of 
law,  at  the  assizes  then  and  there  holden  in  and  for  the  said  county 
of  Westmoreland,  being  the  assizes  next  after  the  same  term  in  and 
for  the  said  county ;  and  the  defendant  averred,  that  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  did  not  appoint  any  other  time  for  the  trial  of  the 
said  other  issue,  and  that  the  said  issue  was  the  only  issue  ever  jo(fed 
in  the  said  indictment  The  defendant  further  averred  that  upon  the 
trial  the  said  John  Thornton  was  found  guilty  of  the  charge  laid  against 
him  in  the  indictment,  and  that  previously  to  the  said  trial  he  did  give 
notice  thereof  to  the  prosecutors,  and  that  he  did  appear  from  day  to 
day  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  and  did  not  depart  therefrom  until  he 
was  committed  to  prison  as  thereinafter  is  mentioned ;  that  he  was 
adjudged  by  the  Queen's  Bench  to  two  months'  imprisonment ;  that 
he  remained  in  prison  two  months,  and  then  was  discharged  by  the 
Queen's  Bench  without  a  day  being  given  to  him  to  appear,  and  that 
no  other  judgment  was  ever  given  against  him. 

To  this  plea  the  Attorney- Generd  replied,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
granting  the  writ  of  certiorari^  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  t)rdered 
that  the  said  John  Thornton  should  enter  into  a  recognizance  in  80^, 
with  two  manucaptors  or  sureties  in  40Z.  each,  according  to  the 
statute  ;  that  the  said  John  Thornton  and  Henry  Robinson  and  Miles 
Hodgson  as  the  manucaptors  or  sureties  of  the  said  John  Thornton, 
did  enter  into  the  said  recognizance  mentioned  in  the  said  estreat ; 
that  after  the  conviction  of  John  Thornton  the  Court  of  Queen's 
VOL.  XIV.  39 
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Bench  gave  to  the  prosecntors  of  the  said  indictment  their  cos^ 
which  amounted  to  79/.  2s, ;  that  the  allocatur  of  the  /coroner  for  that 
amount  was  served  upon  John  Thornton  and  the  amount  demanded 
of  him;  that  the  said  John  Thornton  refused  to  pay;  that  the  said 
allocatur  was  afterwards  served  upon  Henry  Robinson  and  the 
defendant,  and  the  amount  demanded  of  them.  That  afterwards  an 
attachment  was  issued  against  John  Thornton  for  contempt  in  non- 
payment of  the  said  amount ;  that  he  was  attached,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  the  said  attachment  and  of  the  said  estreat  the  sum  of  79/. 
2^.  remained  unpaid. 
Demurrer. 

Pasliley  {Henniker  with  him),  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  First, 
the  condition  of  the  recognizance  has  been  fully  complied  with. 
The  defendant  does  not  say  that  the  recognizance  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged, but  he  insists  that  he  has  performed  all  that  he  bound  him- 
self, by  the  words  of  the  condition  of  the  recognizance  to  do.  If  be 
had  intended  to  bind  himself,  or  if  the  crown  had  intended  that  he 
should  l;>e  bound  to  pay  the  costs,  or  see  them  paid,  it  ought  to  have 
been  so  expressed.  And,  although  the  words  of  the  5  &  6  Will 
&  M.  c.  11,  s.  3,^  are  "  And  that  the  said  recognizance  shall  not  be 


1  The  5  &  6  Will  &  M,  c.  11,  s.  2,  enacts  as  foIlowB:  '*lliat  in  term  time  no  writ  of 
certiorari  whatsoeveri  at  the  prosecution  of  an^  P&r^  indicted,  be  hereafter  eranted, 
awarded  or  directed  out  of  the  said  Court  of  Ejn&^'s  Bench  to  remove  any  such  indict- 
ment, or  presentment  of  trespass  or  misdemeanor  before  trial  had  from  before  the  said 
Justices  in  the  said  Courts  of  Greneral  or  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace,  unlen  such 
certiorari  shall  be  ^nted  or  awarded  upon  motion  of  counsel  and  by  rule  of  ooort 
made  for  the  granting  thereof,  before  the  ludge  or  jud^  of  the  saud  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  sittinff  in  open  court    And  that  au  the  parties  indicted  prosecuting  such  certi- 
orari before  the  allowance  thereof  shall  find  two  sufficient  manucaptors,  who  shaU  enter 
iMd  a  recognizance  before  one  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  or  place,  in 
flrsum  of  20/.,  with  conditions  at  the  return  of  such  writ  to  appear  and  plead  to  the 
said  indictment  or  presentment  in  the  said  Court  of  Eong^s  Bencn,  and  at  his  and  thdr 
own  costs  and  charges  to  cause  and  procure  the  issue  that  shall  be  joined  upon  the  said 
indictment  or  presentment,  or  any  plea  relating  thereto,  to  be  tried  at  the  next  assizes 
to  be  held  for  the  county  wherein  the  said  indictment  or  presentment  was  found  afler 
such  certiorari  shall  be  returnable  if  not  in  the  cities  of  London,  Westminster,  or  coun- 
ty  of  Middlesex ;  and  if  in  the  said  cities  or  coun^,  then  to  cause  or  procure  it  to  be 
tried  the  next  term  af>er  wherein  such  certiorari  snail  be  granted,  or  at  the  sitduj?  9^t 
the  sud  term,  if  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  shall  not  appoint  any  other  timeTor  the 
trial  thereof,  and  if  any  other  time  shall  be  appointed  by  the  court  then  at  such  other 
time,  and  to  give  due  notice  of  such  trial  to  the  prosecutor  or  his  clerk  in  court,  and 
that  the  said  reco^izance  and  recognizances  taken  as  aforesaid  shall  be  certified  into 
the  said  Court  of  King's  Bench,  with  the  said  certiorari  and  indictment  to  be  there 
filed,  and  the  name  of  the  prosecutor  (if  he  be  the  party  grieved  or  injured)  or  some 
public  officer  to  be  indorsed  on  the  back  of  the  said  indictment,  and  if  tne  person  pro- 
secuting such  certiorari,  being  the  defendant,  shall  not  before  allowance  tnereof  pro- 
cure such  manucaptors  to  be  bound  in  a  recognizance  as  aforesaid,  the  justices  o£  the 
peace  ma^  and  shall  proceed  to  trial  of  the  «ud  indictment  at  the  said  sessions,  not- 
withstanding such  writ  of  certiorari  so  deliyered." 

Section  3.  And  be  it  further  enacted,  **  That  if  the  defendant  prosecuting  such  writ 
of  certiorari  be  convicted  of  the  olFence  for  which  he  was  indicted,  that  then  the  said 
Court  of  King's  Bench  shall  give  reasonable  costs  to  the  prosecutor,  if  he  be  the  party 
grieved  or  injured,  or  be  a  justice  of  the  peace,  mayor,  bailiflf,  constable,  headboroughy 
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discharged  till  the  costa  so  taxed  be  paid ; "  yet  no  one  can  be  bound 
beyond  the  terms  of  the  contract  into  which  he  enters,  and  here  there 
is  a  distinct  contract  between  the  crown  and  the  subject  Secondly, 
the  recognizance  is  void,  it  having  been  entered  into  before  a  justice 
who  had  no  jurisdiction.  The  words  are  ^  before  John  Tatham, 
Esq.,  one  of  the  justices,  for,"  &a,  not  sayinff  '<  in  and  for."  The 
Qu€en  V.  Stockton^  7  Q.  B.  Rep.  520 ;  s.  c.  14  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M. 
C.  128,  and  The  Queen  v.  I^nch^  7  Irish  Equity  Bep.  263,  are  in 
point. 

[Martin,  B.  You  should  have  set  it  out  and  have  shown  that  it 
was  void.] 

It  appears  upon  the  face  of  it  Magistrates  can  only  act  within 
certain  limits,  and  it  must  appear  whenever  an  act  of  parliament  au- 
thorizes magistrates  to  perform  any  act  that  the  magistrate  has 
acted  within  his  jurisdiction.  Taylor  v.  Clemsorij  11  CI.  &  F.  610, 
Day  V.  KingTj  5  Ad.  &  E.  359 ;  s.  c.  5  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  130, 
and  The  Queen  v.  ToAre,  8  Ibid.  227 ;  s.  c.  7  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M. 
C.  74. 

The  Attorney' General^  F.  Thesiger^  {Atherton  with  him),  for 
the  crown.  This  is  virtually  an  application  to  discharge  the  recog- 
nizance. The  form  and  condition  of  the  recognizance  are  given  by 
section  2  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  &  M.  c.  11,  and  by  the  act  a  condition 
has  been  incorporated  in  the  recognizance.  Besides  which  the  point 
is  now  settled  by  the  decisions.  The  King  v.  Finmore^  8  Term  Rep. 
409 ;  The  King  v.  Teal^  13  East,  4 ;  The  Queen  v.  Byzani^  7  Dowl. 
P.  C.  680. 

[Platt,  B.  Look  to  the  prayer  of  the  plea.  The  defendant  prays 
to  be  discharged  from  the  recognizance.] 

(He  was  then  stopped.) 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  crown  is  entitled  to  judgment  All  the 
precedents  as  well  as  the  practice  are  against  the  argument  in  sup- 
port of  the  demurrer,  on  the  second  point,  and  the  list  of  cases  cited 
by  the  Attorney-General  is  conclusive  upon  the  first  point  In  truth 
no  distinction  can  be  taken  between  an  application  to  discharge  the 
recognizance  and  the  present  case. 

Alderson,  B.  There  has  been  a  long  line  of  decisions  which 
shows  that  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  parliament  has  been  incorpo- 
rated into  the  2d  section,  and,  therefore,  that  the  recognizance  remains 


tythingman,  chnrcliwanien  or  overseer  of  the  poor,  or  any  other  dvil  officer  who  shall 
prosecute  upon  the  account  of  anj  fact  committed  or  done,  that  concerned  him  or  them 
as  officer  or  officers  to  prosecute  or  present,  which  costs  sluJl  be  taxed  according  to  the 
course  of  the  said  court;  and  that  tne  prosecutor  for  the  recovenr  of  such  costs  shall, 
within  ten  days  after  demand  made  of  me  deftndant,  and  refusal  of  payment,  on  oath 
have  an  attachment  granted  against  the  defendant  bv  the  said  court  for  such  his  con- 
tempt ;  and  that  the  said  recognizance  shall  not  be  discharged  till  the  costs  so  taxed 
shall  be  paid.^ 
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until  the  costs  are  paid.     On  the  second  point,  the  causes  cited,  if 
rightly  understood,  are  authorities  against  the  demurrer. 

Platt,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  recognizance  cannot 
be  discharged  until  the  costs  are  paid.  The  3d  section  would  not, 
in  terms,  meet  the  conditions  of  the  recognizance,  but  must  be  con- 
sidered as  incorporated  with  it. 

Martin,  B.  This  is  a  question  of  contract  between  the  crown 
and  the  defendant,  and  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  cases  cited  by  the 
Attorney-General,  I  should  have  arrivefl  at  a  different  conclusion  from 
the  rest  of  the  court,  but  it  seems  that  we  are  entirely  bound  by  au- 
thority. 

Judgment  for  the  croum. 


Shaw  v.  The  Bank  of  England.  ^ 

November  10,  1852. 

Patent — Inspection  of  Machine  — 15  Sf  16  Vtct.  c.  83,  s.  42. 

In  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  the  court  will  not  grant  an  order,  under  the 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  8.  42,  for  an  inspection  of  a  machine  upon  an  affidavit  "  that  the 
machine  used  by  the  defendants  is  the  same  for  which  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  a  pa- 
tent." 

Hawkins  moved,  under  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  42,  for  a  rule 
calling  upon  the  defendants  to  show  cause  why  certain  persons,  named 
in  the  affidavits,  should  not  be  allowed  to  inspect  the  machine  used 
by  the  defendants  for  numbering  and  paging  books.  An  action  is 
pending  for  the  alleged  infringement  of  a  patent  belonging  to  the 
plaintiff'  for  numbering  and  paging  books ;  and  it  is  sworn  in  the  affi- 
davit "  that  the  machine  used  by  the  defendants  for  paging  and  nnm* 
bering  their  books,  is  the  same  for  which  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  a 
patent" 

[Martin,  B.  You  mean  to  say  that  the  word  "  inspection  JJ  in  this 
clause  applies  to  every  inspection  that  the  court  thinks  it  necessary 
that  the  party  applying  should  have. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  This  is  a  power  only  hitherto  exercised  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery ;  and  now  that  the  legislature  has  given  to  the 
common  law  courts  the  power  of  granting  injunctions,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  those  powers  are  to  be  exercised  in  the  same  way  as  they 
have  hitherto  been  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.  Cases  have  occurred  in 
chancery  when  such  an  injunction  as  here  asked  for  has  been  granted. 

Alderson,  B.     The  application  is,  in  fact,  to  get  evidence  of  the 


1  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  26. 
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infringement     Yon  say  to  the  defendant,  produce  the  machine  you 
use  ;  he  does  so,  and  it  is  an  admission  that  it  is  used  by  him.] 

The  42d  section  gives  the  court  power  to  make  this  order.  It  enacts 
that,  "  in  any  action  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  record 
at  Westminster  and  in  Dublin,  for  the  infringement  of  letters  patent, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  in  which  such  action  is  pending,  if  the 
court  be  then  sitting,  or  if  the  court  be  not  sitting,  then  for  a  judge 
of  such  court,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant, 
respectively,  to  make  such  order  for  an  injunction,  inspection,  or  ac- 
count, and  to  five  such  direction  respecting  such  action,  injunction, 
inspection,  and  account  and  the  proceedings  therein  respectively,  as 
to  such  court  or  judge  may  seem  fit." 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  affidavit  is  too  vague  and  defective  for  the 
court  to  grant  this  application.  Itft>ught,  at  least,  to  state  that  there 
is  such  a  machine,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  reason  to  believe  it  is  an 
infringement 

« 

Alderson  B.y  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin,  B.,  concurred. 

Ride  refused? 


Glen  v.  Lewis.' 

NoYember  4,  1852. 

Practice  —  Rule  to  plead  several  Matters  -^^  Time  to  plead. 

• 

An  order  to  plead  seyeral  matters  was  obtained,  after  the  rule  office  was  closed,  upon  the  day 
that  the  time  for  pleading  expired.  The  pleas  were  delivered  the  same  evening,  with  a 
copy  of  the  order  and  a  notice  that  the  rale  would  be  drawn  up  and  served  as  soon  as  it 
could  be  obtained  from  the  office.  At  10  o*c1ocJl  the  following  day  the  plaintiff  signed 
judgment :  — 

Bield^  that  the  judgment  was  regular. 

Karslake  moved  for  a  rule,  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shdw 
cause  why  the  interlocutory  judgment  signed  herein  should  not  be  set 
aside  for  irregularity,  and  why  the  rule  to  plead  several  matters  should 
not  stand,  and  why  the  pleas  authorized  to  be  pleaded  should  not  be 
re-delivered  without  any  further  summons,  or  order,  or  rule  to  plead 
several  matters. 

•   The  declaration  was  delivered  on  the  22d  of  July,  and  a  summons 
for  leave  to  plead  several  matters  was  taken  out  on  the  30th  of  July 


1  The  mle  nisi  was  sabsequently  obtained  on  amended  affidavits ;  but  was  dischai^ed 
upon  a  coUateral  gronnd,  so  that  no  decision  was  necessary  as  to  the  power  to  order 
such  an  inspection. 

9  22  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  24;  16  Jar.  1121. 
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and  attended  by  both  parties  on  the  31st,  when  the  order  was  made 
at  20  minutes  past  three.  It  was  then  too  late  to  get  the  rule  drawn 
up ;  but  as  the  time  for  pleading  expired  on  that  day,  the  pleas  were 
delivered  with  a  copy  of  the  order  and  a  notice  that  the  rule  would 
be  drawn  up  and  served  as  soon  as  it  could  be  obtained  from  the  rule 
office.  At  11  o'clock  on  Monday,  and  before  the  rule  could  be 
obtained,  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea.  This 
judgment  was  irregulaT,  as  the  defendant  did  all  he  could,  and 
followed  the  course  suggested  in  1  Chitty's  Arch.  260,  for  which 
Mapnard  v.  Bright^  3  B.  &  B.  256,  and  Tidd's  Practice,  p.  557,  are 
cited  as  authorities. 

[Alderson,  B.  It  is  a  common  practice  to  ask  for  the  time  for 
pleading  to  be  enlarged  that  the  rule  may  be  obtained.  The  judg- 
ment was  quite  regmar.  Have  you  an  affidavit  of  merits  ? 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  referred  to  WiBes  v.  OMey^  2  Nev.  &  P.  99.] 
An  affidavit  of  merits  being  produced,  the  rule  was  grantra,  and 
afterwards  made  absolute,  the  defendant  paying  all  costs ;  but  on  the 
point  of  irregularity, 

Ride  refused. 


Young  and  others,  assignees  of  Norminoton,  v.  Waud.^ 

NoYember  16«  1852. 

Bankrupt  —  Act  of  Bankruptcy  —  Mortgage  of  Ma>chinery, 

Where  ft  trader  assigns  part  of  his  property,  by  way  of  mortgage,  the  question  under  the 
bankmpt  laws  is  not  whether  putting  the  deed  in  force  will  put  an  end  to  his  business, 
bat  whether  it  will  make  him  insolvent 

A  manafftctnrer  assigned  all  his  machinery,  by  way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  the  amount  of 
certain  bills  drawn  by  him  and  accepted  by  the  consignees  of  his  goods,  which  had  been 
discounted  by  the  mortgagee,  and  also  of  such  other  oiUs  as  should  from  time  to  time  be 
discounted  in  like  manner.  The  mortgagee  was  empowered,  after  three  days'  notice  to 
enter  and  take  possession  of  all  the  machinety,  and,  after  a  sale  of  the  same,  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  expenses  and  the  bills  then  due  or  running,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the 
■lorteagors.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  machinery  was  worth  1,500/^ 
and  Uie  mortgagor's  property  consisted  of  goods,  1,10(¥.,  and  good  debts,  900/.,  while  hb 
whole  liabilities  were,  2,9002.  :  — 

EdA,  that  this  deed  was  no  evidence  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  although,  had  it  been  acted 
upon,  the  mor^agor  could  not  have  carried  on  the  particular  busiueas  in  which  he  was 
engaged.  ^ 

Trover  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  I.  Normington,  for  good| 
and  chattels,  power  looms  and  machinery. 

Fleas.     Not  guilty  and  not  possessed.    Issues  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  at  the  York  spring  assizes,  1852,  before  Lord  Camp- 
bell, C.  J.,  it  appeared  that  I.  Wormington,  the  bankrupt,  was  a  worsted- 

1  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (ir.  S.)  £xcL  27. 
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spinner  and  stuff-manufactarer  at  BradfcMrd,  in  Yorkshire,  and  L,  Nor- 
mingion,  bis  father,  although  made  a  party  to  the  deed  hereinafter 
mentioned,  was  not  in  fact  in  partnership  with  him.  The  goods  were 
usually  consigned  to  Messrs.  Brooks  &  Son,  of  Manchester,  who 
accepted  biUs  drawn  upon  them  by  I.  Normington,  which  were  dis- 
counted by  the  defendant,  at  the  rate  of  20/.  per  cent  Towards  the 
end  x)f  June,  1851,  the  defendant  not  being  satisfied  with  the  security 
afforded  by  the  names  on  the  bills  which  he  had  discounted,  required 
further  security,  and  on  the  2d  of  July  the  following  deed  was  exe- 
cuted:—"  This  indenture,  made  the  2d  of  July,  A.  JD.  1851,  between 
L.  Normington,  of  Bradford,  and  L  Normington,  of  the  same  place, 
carrying  on  business  there  as  worsted-spinners  and  manufacturers, 
and  trading  under  the  name,  style  or  firm  of  ^  L  Normington '  of  the 
one  part,  and  W.  Waud,  of  Bradford,  aforesaid*  Whereas  the  said 
W.  Waud  is  in  the  habit  firom  week  to  week  of  discounting  for  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  to  enable  them  to  carry  on 
their  business,  certain  bills  of  exchange  at  different  dates,  chiefly 
drawn  by  the  said  I.  Normington  upon  and  accepted  by  Messrs. 
W.  Brooks  &  Son,  of  Manchester,  and  indorsed  by  the  said  L.  Nor- 
mington and  I.  Norniington  to  the  said  W.  Waud,  and  certain 
other  bills  of  exchange  received  or  drawn  by  them  in  their  trade ;  and 
whereas  the  said  W.  Waud,  not  being  satisfied  with  the  solvency  of 
the  party  or  parties  whose  name  or  names  appear  upon  such  bUl  or 
bills  of  exchange  as  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington, 
firom  time  to  time  presented  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  b^ng  dis- 
counted, has  refused  to  further  discount  for  them  any  such  bill  or 
biUs  as  before  mentioned,  unless  the  said  L.  Normington  and  L  Nor- 
mington, in  addition  to  such  bill  or  bills  of  exchange,  should  give  to 
the  said  W.  Waud  the  security  hereinafter  mentioned,  but  such  secu- 
rity not  to  exceed  the  amount  or  sum  hereinafter  named,  which  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington  have  consejited  and  agreed 
to  do.  And  whereas  it  has  been  agreed,  by  and  between  the  said 
L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington  and  W.  Waud  that  this  security 
shall  extend  to  and  be  available  to  the  said  W.  Waud,  his  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  for  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  he 
shall,  firom  time  to  time,  pay  to  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I  Nor- 
mington, upon  the  discounting  of  any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  (not 
exceeding  the  amount  hereinafter  named),  notwithstanding  any  6f 
the  said  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  shall  not  have  come  to  maturil^  or 
have  been  dishonored;  it  beinc;  the  intention  of  the  said  parties 
hereto,  that  the  said  W.  Waud  shall  be  at  liberty,  at  any  time  or 
times  hereafter,  so  long  as  any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  received  by 
him  from  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington  shall  be  owing, 
and  still  to  become  due,  to  enter  into  and  upon  and  take  possession 
of  the  firames,  looms,  machinery,  and  effects  hereby  assigned,  and 
hold  and  enjoy  the  same  as  is  hereinafter  expressed.  Now,  this 
indenture  witnesseth,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  in  consideration  of  IO5. 
to  ^em  paid,  &;c.,  they,  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Norming- 
ton, do,  and  each   of  them  doth  by  these  presents,  assign   and 
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transfer  nhto  the  said  W.  Waud,  and  his  executors,  administrators 
and  assigns,  all  those  fifteen  spinning-frames,  with  the  gearing, 
machinery,  and  effects  connected  therewith  and  belonging  thereto, 
in  and  upon  the  Junction  Mill,  now  used  and  occupied  by  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  L  Normington,  and  used  and  employed 
by  them  in  their  trade  or  business  of  manufacturers ;  and  also  those 
133  worsted  power  looms,  with  the  gearing,  machinery,  and  effects 
connected  therewith  and  belonging  thereto,  in  and  upon  the  said 
Junction  Mill  aforesaid,  now  used  and  occupied  by  the  said  L.  Nor- 
mington and  I.  Normington,  and  used  and  employed  by  them  in  their 
trade  or  business  of  manufacturers ;  ^nd  all  other  spinning-frames, 
looms,  machinery,  chattels,  and  effects  now  erected  or  erecting  or 
hereafter  to  be  erected,  fixed,  or  set  up,  or  which  may  belong  to  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  in  and  about  the  said  mill  as 
aforesaid ;  and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest,  both  legal  and 
equitable,  of  them  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington ;  to 
have,  hold,  receive,  t^ke  and  enjoy  the  said  spinning-frames,  looms, 
machinery  and  effects  hereby  assigned,  or  intended  so  to  be,  unto  the 
said  W.  Waud,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  as  and  for 
his  and  their  own  proper  goods,  chattels  and  effects,  absolutely  and 
forever,  upon  the  trusts  hereinafter  declared  concerning  the  same, 
namely,  upon  trust  for  securing  the  payment  of  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  (not  *  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  principal  sum  hereinafter 
mentioned),  in  which  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington 
may,  at  any  time,  or  from  time  to  time  hereafter  be  indebted  to  the 
said  W,  Waud,  his  executors  or  administrators,  for,  or  on  account  of, 
any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  made,  drawn,  paid,  indorsed,  or  accepted 
by  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  or  any  other  person 
or  persons  whomsoever,  and  discounted  by  the  said  W.  Waud,  for 
and  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  L,  Normington  and  I.  Nor- 
mington, or  on  any  other  account  whatsoever,  clear  of  all  deductions 
whatsoever,  and  for  that  purpose,  in  case  default  shall  be  made  in 
payment  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  such  sum  or  sums  of  money, 
within  three  days  after  the  same  shall  have  been  demanded,  then 
upon  trust  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter,  so  long  as  any  of  the  said 
sum  or  sums,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  remain  unpaid,  without  the 
necessity  of  any  farther  consent  or  concurrence  on  the  part  of  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  their  executors,  adminis- 
trators or  assigns,  to  take  possession  of  the  said  frames,  looms, 
machinery,  chattels  and  effects,  and  thenceforth  to  hold  and  enjoy  the 
same  to  and  for  his  and  their  absolute  use  and  benefit ;  and  also  at 
his  and  their  discretion  to  make  sale  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the 
same  chattels  and  effects  by  public  auction  or  private  contract,  either 
together  or  in  parcels,  with  liberty  to  buy  in  and  re-sell  the  same, 
without  being  responsible  for  any  loss  that  may  be  incurred  thereby, 
and  to  give  receipts  for  the  purchase-money,  which  shall  effectually 
exonerate  the  persons  paying  the  same  from  all  responsibility  with 
respect  to  the  application  thereof,  or  from  inquiring  into  the  necessity 
or  expediency  of  any  such  sale  or  sales,  or  whether  any  such  defi^ilt 
as  aforesaid,  shall  have  been  made ;  and  upon  further  trust  that  in 
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case  any  such  sale  or  sales  shall  be  made  by  the  said  W.  Waud,  the 
said  W.  Waud,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  shall  stand 
possessed  of  the  purchase-moneys,  upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to 
retain  or  pay  and  satisfy  all  costs,  charges  and  expenses  incident  to 
such  sale  or  sales  and  to  the  execution  of  these  presents ;  and  in  the 
next  place,  to  retain  or  pay  and  satisfy  unto  the  said  W.  Waud,  his 
executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  the  sum  or  sums  (not  exceeding 
the  amount,  hereinafter  mentioned)  in  which  the  said  L.  Normington 
and  I.  Normington,  their  executors  or  administrators,  shall  be  indebted 
to  him  or  them  on  the  balance  of  or  for  account  of  any  bill  or  bills 
of  exchange  made,  drawn,  paid,  indorsed  and  accepted  by  the  said 
L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  and  discounted  by  the  said 
W.  Waud,  or  any  other  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  discounted  for  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington  by  the  said  W.  Waud,  and 
all  costs,  charges  and  expenses  sustained  or  incurred  in  or  about  any 
suit  or  suits  at  law  or  in  equity,  which  shall  be  instituted  for  enforcing 
the  payment  of  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  or  any  part  thereof; 
and  then,  upon  trust,  to  pay  over  the  surplus  (if  any)  unto  the  said 
L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  their  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  for  their  own  use  and  benefit ;  provided  always,  and  it  is 
hereby  further  declared,  that  the  total  amount  of  principal  moneys  to 
be  ultimately  recoverable  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  security  hereby 
made  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  2,000/.,  and  that  such  security  shall 
not  be  considered  as  wholly  or  partially  satisfied  by  the  payment  or 
liquidation,  otherwise  than  by  putting  in  force  the  same  security,  of 
any  sum  or  sums  of  money  which  shall,  at  any  time  or  times,  or 
from  time  to  time,  be  due  and  owing  from  the  said  L.  Normington 
and  I.  Normington,  trading  as  aforesaid,  on  such  accounts  as  aiore- 
said,  or  as  wholly  satisfied  by  the  payment  or  liquidation  by  means 
of  such  security  of  the  entire  balance  which  shall  at  any  time  be  so 
due  and  owing,  unless  the  same,  either  algne  or  together  with  any 
sum  or  sums  previously  paid  or  liquidated,  shall,  in  like  manner,  be 
equal  to  the  total  amount  aforesaid,  but  the  said  security  shall  extend 
to  cover  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  which  shall,  for  the  time  being, 
constitute  the  balance  due  from  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Nor- 
mington trading  as  aforesaid,  until  principal  moneys  to  the  full 
amount  aforesaid  shall  have  been  actually  recovered  or  satisfied  by 
means  of  the  security  herein  contained:  Provided  also,  and  it  is 
hereby  further  declared  and  agreed,  by  and  between  the  said  parties 
hereto,  that  the  said  W.  Waud,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
shall  and  will,  upon  receiving  seven  days'  previous  notice  in  writing 
from  the  said  L.  Normington  and  L  Normington,  their  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  for  that  purpose,  declare  to  the  said  L.  Nor- 
mington and  I.  Normington,  or  either  of  them,  or  their  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  an  account  in  writing  of  all  and  every  the 
bills  of  exchange  or  other  bills  which  may  have  been  discounted  by 
the  said  W.  Waud,  his  executors  or  administrators,  for  them  as  afore- 
said. 

And  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  do  hereby,  for 
themselves  severally  and  respectively,  and  for  their  several  and  respect- 
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ive  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  covenant  and  agree  with  the 
said  W.  Waud,  his  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  that  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  er  one  of  them,  their  or  one 
of  their  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall  and  will  pay  or  cause 
to  be  paid  unto  the  said  W.  Waud,  his  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  (not  exceeding  the  principal 
sum  aforesaid)  as  may  at  any  time,  or  from  time  to  time,  hereafter, 
be  due  and  owing  from  the  said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington, 
to  the  said  W.  Waud,  his  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  at  the 
time  or  times,  and  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  expressed  for  payment 
of  the  same,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  pre- 
sents. And  the  said  W.  Waud  doth  hereby,  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  covenant  with  the  said  L.  Normington 
and  I  Normington,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  that  he 
or  they,  the  said  W.  Waud,  his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators, 
will  not  take  possession  of,  or  proceed  to  a  sale  of  the  said  frames, 
looms,  machinery,  chattels  and  effects  hereby  assigned  under  the  trust 
hereinbefore  contained  until  default  shall  have  been  made  by  the 
said  L.  Normington  and  I.  Normington,  or  one  of  them,  their  or  one 
of  their  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  in  payment  of  the  moneys 
hereby  secured  or  intended  so  to  be,  or  some  part  thereof,  as  is  here- 
inbefore mentioned  or  provided  in  and  by  the  same  trust  for  sale,  but 
so,  nevertheless,  that  this  present  covenant  shall  not  affect  any  pur- 
chaser or  purchasers  under  the  said  trust  for  sale,  nor  any  person  or 
persons  claiming  under  such  purchaser  or  purchasers.  In  witness 
whereof,"  &a 

At  the  date  of  this  indenture  being  made  there  were  four  bills  of 
exchange  running,  of  100/.  each,  which  had  been  drawn  by  the  bank- 
rupt, I.  Normington,  upon  and  accepted  by  Messrs.  Brooks  &  Son, 
of  Manchester,  and  which  had  been  discounted  by  the  defendant  for 
the  bankrupt  at  20/.,  per  cent. ;  and  the  value  of  the  bankrupt's  pro- 
perty was,  machinery  l,5d0/.,  goods  1,100/.,  debts  due  to  him  900/., 
while  his  liabilities  were  2,900/.  Between  the  date  of  the  deed  and 
the  November  following,  bills  were,  from  time  to  time,  drawn,  accept- 
ed, and  discounted  as  above  mentioned,  and  those  which  came  to 
maturity  were  regularly  paid ;  but  in  that  month  Messrs.  Brooks  & 
Son  failed,  and  the  bills  which  then  became  due  were  dishonored. 
On  the  2d  of  December,  the  defendant  had  in  his  hands  dishonored 
acceptances  to  the  amount  of  291/.  10^.,  and  five  others  amounting  to 
500/.  which  he  had  discounted,  but  which  were  not  then  due.  On 
the  2d  of  December,  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the  machinery 
under  the  deed,  and  on  the  5th  of  December  a  petition  was  filed,  on 
which  I.  Normington  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  The  bankrupt, 
who  was  called  on  behalf  of  his  assignees,  proved  that  he  had  no 
intent  to  prefer  the  defendant  to  the  injury  of  the  other  creditors,  and 
that  the  cause  of  his  bankruptcy  was  the  failure  of  Messrs.  Brooks 
&  Son  at  Manchester,  and  that  but  for  that  circumstance  he  should 
have  been  perfectly  solvent.  His  lordship  left  the  case  to  the  jury, 
telling  them  that  the  deed  would  amount  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy  u 
they  thought  that  the  bankrupt  would  have  been  unable  to  continue 
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to  carry  on  his  business  had  it  been  acted  upon.  The  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  for  756/.  17s.  9d.,  and  leave  was  reserved  to 
the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  him  if  the  court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  act 
of  bankruptey. 

A  rule  nisi  was  accordingly  obtained  in  Michaelmas  term,  against 
which, 

Hugh  Hill^  Hall  and  Vfest  now  showed  cause.  The  jury  were  justi- 
fied in  finding  this  verdict,  for  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
showed  that  bankruptey  would  have  been  the  inevitable  result  if  the 
deed  had  been  actea  upon.  The  deed  was  secret,  and  the  defendant 
himself  admits  by  the  recital  that  the  solvency  of  the  bankrupt  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  was  doubtful.  There  was  no  provision 
binding  the  defendant  to  advance  a  shilling,  and  yet  he  could 
enter  and  take  possession  of  the  whole  property.  The  deed  was, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  a  fraudulent,  transfer  with 
intent  to  defeat  and  delay  creditors,  because  the  defendant  would 
thereby  obtain  a  preference,  having  the  power  to  deprive  the  other 
creditors  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  assignment  The  subject 
of  deeds  of  this  kind  has  recently  been  under  the  consideration  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  Graham  v.  Chapman^  21  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  s.)  C.  p.  173 ;  s.  c.  11  Eng.  Rep.  498,  where  all  the  previous 
authorities  are  collected.  It  was  there  held,  that  an  assignment  of 
a  trader's  property,  without  fraud  in  fact,  and  for  a  new  advance,  is 
an  act  of  bankruptey  if  it  incldties  the  sum  advanced,  and  professes 
to  give  the  assignee  a  right  to  take  the  trader's  future  acquired  pro- 
perty upon  non-payment  of  the  debt  within  a  certain  time.  Siebert 
V.  ^ooner,  1  Mee.  &  W.  714 ;  Lindon  v.  Sharpe,  6  Man.  &  G.  895 ; 
WhitweU  V.  Thompson,  1  Esp.  68,  are  there  commented  upon,  and 
much  doubt  is  thrown  upon  the  doctrine  that  an  assignment  for 
future  advances  is  valid.  Here  there  is  the  power  to  enter  and  seize 
the  machinery,  so  that  the  necessary  consequence  would  be  a  stop- 
page of  the  business. 

[Parke,  B.  The  bankruptey  statutes  refer  to  inability  to  carry  on 
trade  by  reason  of  insolvency.] 

The  solvency  of  the  bankrupt  was  involved  in  the  question  left  to 
the  jury,  and  must  have  been  so  understood  by  them.  The  bankrupt 
could  not  have  carried  on  trade  at  all  after  the  deed  was  put  in  force. 

[Parke,  B.     The  bankrupt  had  more  than  half  his  property  left.] 

The  statement  of  the  bankrupt  included  the  supposed  value  of 
debts  due  to  him,  and  the  jury  would  not  be  inclined  to  adopt  that 
statement  as  correct.  Wedge  v.  Newlyn,  4  B.  &  Ad.  831 ;  Porter  v. 
Walker,  1  Man.  &  G.  686 ;  s.  c.  9  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.  334 ; 
Carr  v.  Burdiss,  1  Cr.  M.  &  R.  443 ;  s.  c.  4  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch. 
60 ;  and  Bowker  v.  Burdekin,  11  Mee.  &  W.  128 ;  s.  c.  12  Law  J. 
Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  329,  were  also  referred  to. 

Watson,  Tomlinson,  and  HoMerUm,  in  support  of  the  rule.  When 
the  facts  of  the  case  are  looked  at,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  dee<i  was 
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not  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  It  was  made  at  a  time  when  the  bank- 
rupt was  solvent,  and  did  not  comprise  all  his  property.  He  had,  in 
fact,  as  much  again  in  value  as  that  which  was  mortgaged,  and  as 
no  evidence  was  offered  by  the  assignees  to  impeach  his  statement, 
the  jury  were  justified  in  believing  it  The  proceeds  of  the  deed,  if 
acted  upon,  were  to  be  applied  in  payment  of  the  bills  due,  and  then 
in  trust  for  the  bankrupt  himself.  There  was  no  intent  to  delay  the 
creditors  in  general;  and  although  his  business  as  a  manufacturer 
with  that  particular  machinery  might  have  been  stopped  by  posses- 
sion being  taken  under  the  deed,  he  might  have  paid  all  his  debts  and 
recommenced  that  or  any  other  business.  There  are  two  distinct 
classes  of  assignments  which  are  acts  of  bankruptcy ;  the  first,  w^here 
insolvency  is  the  inevitable  result  independently  of  any  particular 
intention,  as  where  the  whole  of  the  trader's  property  is  assigned,  or 
the  whole  with  a  colorable  exception  of  a  small  part ;  and  the  second, 
where  there  is  the  intent  to  prefer  a  particular  creditor,  or  to  delay  or 
defeat  the  creditors  in  general.  This  deed  falls  within  neither  class. 
Graham  v.  Chapman  does  not  apply,  for  the  whole  of  the  trader's  pro- 
perty was  there  assigned.  A  bill  of  sale,  although  it  delays  credit- 
ors, is  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy  if  the  trader  is  solvent.  Gibbins  v. 
Phillipps,  7  B.  &  C.  529 ;  s.  c.  6  Law  J.  Rep.  K.  B.  98. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  "The  question  before  us  is,  whether  the  verdict  for 
the  plaintiffs  is  to  be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  the  defend- 
ant instead.  On  reference  to  the  note  of  the  lord  chief  justice,  I  find 
.that  "  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  liberty  reserved 
to  the  defendant  to  enter  it  for  him,  if  the  court  should  think  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy." 
K  at  the  trial  the  learned  judge  had  thought  there  was  no  evidence, 
he  would  have  directed  the  plaintiffs  to  be  nonsuited,  but  the  plain- 
tiffs got  the  verdict,  and  I  think  they  ought  not  to  be  in  a  worse  posi- 
tion than  if  at  the  trial  Lord  Campbell  had  decided  against  them. 
The  verdict  seems  to  have  passed  upon  the  question,  whether,  if  the 
deed  had  been  put  in  force,  it  would  have  prevented  the  business  from 
going  on.  We  think  that  mode  of  putting  the  question  was  not  cor- 
rect in  point  of  law.  The  incapacity  to  carry  on  business,  which 
makes  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  must  not  be  in  consequence  of  the  remo- 
val of  machinery,  but  by  the  abstraction  of  so  much  of  the  trader's 
effects  as  to  render  him  incapable  of  going  on  by  reason  of  insolvency. 
I  think  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  act  of  bankruptcy,  but,  for  the 
reason  before  given,  that  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute  for  a  non- 
suit. 

• 

Parke,  B,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  simple  point  for  us 
to  decide  upon  is,  whether  this  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  There  is  no 
case  deciding  that  an  assignment  of  this  kind,  not  being  a  fraudulent 
transfer  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  of  less  than  half  the  trader's 
property,  although  an  assignment  of  his  instruments  of  trade,  is  an 
act  of  bankruptcy.  The  question  is  not  whether  the  result  of  the 
assignment  being  acted  upon  would  be  to  disable  him  from  carrying 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852.  469 


.^% 


Young  V.  Wand. 


on  his  trade,  but  whether  he  would  thereby  be  rendered  insolvent 
Wedge  V.  Newlyn  and  Carr  v.  Burdiss,  There  was  no  fraudulent 
intent  here,  and  it  was  not  left  to  the  jury  to  say  w^hether  the  deed 
being  acted  upon,  would  have  produced  insolvency,  but  only  whether 
it  would  have  disabled  him  from  carrying  on  business  as  a  worsted- 
spinner.  An  assignment  may  be  fraudulent  either  under  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth,  or  as  a  fraud  upon  the  bankrupt  laws,  by  preventing  an 
equal  distribution  of  the  assets,  or  as  necessarily  resulting  in  the  delay 
of  all  the  creditors,  except  the  one  to  whom  it  is  made.  That  is  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  because  the  necessary  consequence  is  taken  to 
have  been  contemplated ;  and  Graham  v.  Chapman  was  a  case  of  this 
kind,  although  it  was  for  an  advance  to  enable  the  trader  to  carry  on 
his  trade,  for  it  was  a  conveyance  of  all  the  trader's  property,  and 
would,  therefore,  defeat  the  claims  of  the  other  creditors.  In  this 
case  I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  nonsuit  entered. 

Alderson,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  bankrupt  in  this 
case  sold  his  goods  to  Messrs.  Brooks,  and  wished  to  have  cash  for 
them,  but  not  being  able  to  get  it,  took  bills ;  the  bankrupt  then  puts 
his  name  on  the  bills  and  gets  them  discounted,  whereupon  this  mort- 
gage of  the  machinery  was  given  as  a  further  security,  for  the  satis- 
faction of  the  person  who  discounted  the  bills.  The  only  question, 
therefore,  is,  whether  such  a  security  so  given,  being  for  less  than  half 
of  the  mortgagor's  effects,  amounts  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  I 
think  it  does  not. 

Platt,  B.  I  agree  with  the  observations  of  my  brother  Alderson, 
as  to  the  deed.  If  the  bankrupt  had  had  any  distrust  in  Messrs.  Brooks, 
he  would  not  probably  have  given  the  mortgage  security  ;  but  he  evi- 
dently expected  they  would  pay  the  bills  when  due.  If  this  be  so, 
how  can  it  be  said  that  he  reaUy  intended  to  defeat  or  delay  his  cre- 
ditors ?  or  how  is  it  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ?  He  had,  it  appears,  pro- 
perty to  the  amount  of  3,500/.,  and  pledged  1,500/.  worth  of  his 
machinery,  to  remain  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  these  bills. 
Had  it  been  an  assignment  of  his  whole  property,  with  a  colorable 
exception,  which,  in  fact,  would  be  no  exception,  the  case  would  have 
been  different ;  but  this  is  not  so  here  ;  this  was  rather  to  meet,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  the  demand  of  his  creditor. 

Rule  absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 


VOL.   XIV,  40 
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Palmer  v.  Trower,  executor  of  Trower.^ 

November  6,  1852. 

Evidence  —  Canlradiciion  of  Witness  —  Collateral  Issue. 

The  defendant  being  saed  as  executor  of  A,  in  respect  of  &  promissory  note,  purporting  to 
be  signed  by  A  and  B,  bat  alleged  by  the  defendant  to  be  forged,  stated,  in  cross-examina- 
tion, that  he  had  not  heard  B  admit  haring  signed  the  note : — 

Hdd^  that  the  plainti^  was  not  at  liberty  to  contradict  the  defendant  by  showing  that  the 
latter  had  heard  B  make  the  admission. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit^  to  recover  from  the  defendant,  as 
executor  of  his  ^andfathcr,  the  sum  of  20/.,  being  the  amount  of  a 
joint  and  several  promissory  note  made  by  the  grandfather,  and  the 
father  of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  denied  the  making  of  the 
note. 

At  the  trial,  before  PoUock,  C.  B.,  at  the  last  Norfolk  summer  assi- 
zes, the  defence  was,  that  the  note  had  been  forged.  It  appeared 
that  on  an  investigation  before  certain  magistrates,  at  which  it  be- 
came material  to  inquire  into  the  genuineness  of  the  note,  the  defend- 
ant's father  stated  that  he  had  not  signed  the  note.  The  defendant, 
in  his  cross-examination,  was  asked  whether  he  had  not  subsequently 
heard  his  father  say  that  he  was  sorry  he  had  forgotten  to  state  before 
the  magistrates  that  he  had,  in  fact,  signed  the  note.  This  question 
was  answered  in  the  negative.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  proposed 
to  call  a  third  party,  in  whose  presence  the  father  had  made  the  state- 
ment, for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  that  statement  had  been  made 
by  the  father,  and  had  been  heard  by  the  son,  the  defendant.  This 
evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  refused  by 
the  learned  judge. 

0*Malley  now  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  inter  alia  of 
the  improper  rejection  of  this  evidence.  The  evidence  was  impro- 
perly rejected.  * 

[Alderson,  B.  I  think  you  were  not  entitled  to  call  a  witness  to 
show  that  the  father  did  make  use  of  the  expressions  in  question  in 
the  presence  of  the  defendant.  How  is  the  statement  of  the  father 
material  ?  It  may,  indeed,  go  to  the  credit  of  the  defendant,  the  wit- 
ness ;  but  the  issue  raised  is  a  collateral  one.  It  is  the  statement  in 
the  presence  of  the  defendant  of  a  fact  not  within  his  own  knowledge. 
The  case  would  have  been  different  if  the  statement  had  been  made 
in  the  presence  of  the  grandfather,  who  was  represented  by  the 
defendant. 

Pollock,  C.  B.     I  consulted  my  brother  Parke  on  the  point,  and  I 


^  22  Law  J.  Bep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  82. 


I 


COURT  OF   EXCHEQUER,  1852.  471 


Strickland  v.  Turner. 


believe  he  considered  it  was  not  competent  for  the  plaintiff  to  contra- 
dict the  witness  in  the  manner  proposed.] 

Per  Curiam}     There  will  be  no  rule  on  this  point* 

Rule  refused. 


Strickland  r.  Sarah  Turner,  executrix  of  E.  H.  Lane.^ 

January  31,  1893. 

Purchase  of  Annuity —  Failure  of — Assumpsit  for  the  Money  Paid. 

E.  H.  L.,  who  resided  at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  being  entitled  to  an  annuity  for  his  life, 
assigned  it,  in  1847,  to  certain  trustees,  to  dispose  of  it  for  his  benefit.  The  plaintiff  en- 
tered into  a  correspondence,  by  letter,  with  the  trustees  upon  the  subject  of  the  purchase, 
and  from  the  various  letters  which  passed  between  the  parties,  it  appeared  that  the  terms 
of  the  purchase  were  not  finally  determined  upon  and  settled  until  Uie  28th  of  February, 
1849.  Upon  the  6th  of  that  month,  the  annuitant  died.  The  purchase-money  was  paid  by 
the  plaintiff,  in  ignorance  of  the  fact,  and  was  ultimately  received  by  the  executrix  of  the 
deceased :  — * 

//eZi,  that,  as  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  it  had  ceased  to  exist,  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  from  die  executrix,  on  the 
ground  that  the  money  had  been  paid  without  consideration. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant,  as  execu- 
trix of  Edward  Henry  Lane,  deceased.  Plea,  non  assumpsit^  and 
issue  thereon. 

By  mutual  consent  and  by  a  judge's  order,  a  case,  of  which  the 
following  are  the  material  facts,  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this 
court 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  973/.  l\s,  under  the 
following  circumstances :  —  Edward  Henry  Lane,  of  Sydney,  New 
South  Wales  (the  testator),  was  entitled  for  his  life  to  an  annuity 
of  lOOZ.  per  annum,  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  30th  of  March  and 
the  30th  of  September,  bequeathed  to  him  under  the  will  of  a  Mrs. 
Way. 

The  plaintiff  was  one  of  the  executors,  and  the  residuary  legatee, 
of  Mrs.  Way. 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1847,  Mr.  Lane,  then  residing  at  Sydney, 
transferred  the  annuity  by  deed  to  Arthur  Daintrey  and  Adrian  Dain- 
trey,  who  resided  in  England,  to  dispose  of  as  his  trustees  and  for  his 
benefit. 

In  November,  1847,  a  correspondence  was  entered  into  between  the 
Messrs.  Daintrey,  and  a  Mr.  Cockney,  the  attorney  and  agent  of  the 
plaintiff,  upon  the  subject  of  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  by  the  plain- 

>  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Alderson,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 
3  A  rule  was  granted  on  another  ground. 
3  7  Exchequer  Bep.  208. 
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tiff.     After  much  correspondence  on  the  subject,  the  following  letters 
passed  between  Mr.  Cookney  and  Mr.  Adrian  Daintrey :  — 

*"  Dmmber  16th,  1848. 

"  Dear  Sir, —  I  shall  be  extremely  obliged  by  an  early  and  definitive 
answer  on  the  subject ;  for  if  Mr.  Strickland  does  not  purchase,  there 
are  other  persons  ready  to  treat.  I  am,  &c. 

« J.  T.  Cookney,  Esq.  "A.  Daintrey." 

"  2l8t  December,  1848. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  I  fear  if  you  can  get  a  purchaser  for  much,  if  any 
thing,  beyond  1,000/.  after  April  next  (as  at  that  time  another  half- 
year's  annuity  will  be  due  less  a  year's  duty),  that  Mr.  Strickland  will 
decline  treating  for  it.  My  view  is,  that  a  purchaser  ought,  to  buy 
the  annuity,  to  pay  6  per  cent,  at  least,  and  to  insure  the  life  would 
cost  nearly  3  per  cent.,  and  that  would  be  9  per  cent  for  the  purchase- 
money.  This  would  make  the  outside  value  l,100i.,  11  times  9  being 
99,  and  the,  expense  of  purchase  would  far  exceed  another  IL  per 
annum.  Supposing  Mr.  Lane  to  be  dead  when  you  sell,  how  do  you 
propose  securing  the  purchaser  against  this  contingency  ?  for,  unless 
the  insurance  office  would  undertake  to  pay  the  money,  a  purchaser 
cannot  be  advised  to  part  with  his.  Most  probably  you  have  con- 
sidered these  matters,  and  will  favor  me  with  your  sentiments  thereon. 

"  I  am,  &C. 

"  A.  Daintrey,  Esq.  «  J.  T.  Cookney.'' 

"  December  224. 1848. 

'<  Dear  Sir,  —  Assuming  that  Mr.  Strickland  will  purchase,  I  am  in 
a  condition  immediately  to  convey,  as  I  have  a  discretion  to  sell  as 
low  as  1,000Z.  I  will  do  so  if  Mr.  Strickland  will  agree  to  purchase 
at  that  sum.  This  agreement  to  purchase  would  of  course  be  con- 
ditional on  my  showing  a  good  title  to  convey.  My  brother  is  in 
practice  a^  a  solicitor  in  Sydney,  and  he  is  concerned  for  Mr.  Lane, 
who,  when  I  last  heard  from  my  brother  a  short  time  since,  was  as 
well  as  ever. 

«  J.  T.  Cookney,  Esq.  «  A.  Daintrey." 

After  a  few  other  letters,  the  following  letters  passed  between  the 
same  parties :  ^- 

*  "26th  Janaarf,  1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  I  have  heard  from  Mr.  Strickland,  and  although  his  . 
full  object  will  not  be  accomplished,  he  is  willing  to  give  1,000/.  for 
the  annuity ;  and  looking,  as  you  say,  to  the  loose  mode  of  the 
bequest,  I  tnink  the  offer  a  liberal  one.  If  accepted,  then  the  only 
point  to  be  considered  is,  how  the  sale  is  to  be  completed  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  Mr.  Lane  being  alive. 

"  Yours,  &c. 

"  J.  T.  Cookney." 

"27th  January,  1849. 

"Dear  Sir, —  I  accept  Mr.  Strickland's  offer  of  1,000/.  for  this 
annuity  on  the  following  conditions :  —  1st,  That  he  take  an  assign- 
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ment  of  the  annuity  from  myself  and  my  brother  Adrian,  under  the 
assignment  to  us,  a  copy  of  which  I  enclose.  2dly,  That  the  purchase 
be  completed  within  one  month  from  this  day.  Sdly,  That  IVIr.  Lane 
be  at  no  expense  about  showing  a  title  to  the  annuity,  and  that  no 
deductions  be  made  on  account  of  legacy-duty  remaining  unpaid. 
4thly,  That  the  annuity,  or  a  proportion  of  it,  be  paid  up  to  the  day 
of  completion.  Probably  the  signature  of  Mr.  Lane  to  the  original 
assignment  may  be  known  to  yourself  or  Mr.  Strickland. 

^  If  the  conditions  are  acceded  to,  I  will  come  to  town  and  settle 
as  soon  as  you  are  prepared.  My  brother  Adrian  is  resident  there. 
I  shall  be  much  obliged  by  despatch.  Proof  of  Mr.  Lane's  being 
alive  will  not  of  course  be  at  all  necessary.  ^ 

'<  I  am,  &c. 

"  A.  Daintrey.*' 

"*  31  St  January,  1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  — p  The  offer  I  made  had  reference  to  my  letter  of  the 
21st  of  December  last,  namely,  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  of  100^, 
to  be  completed  next  April  after  the  half  year's  annuity  was  paid 
and  the  duty  satisfied,  and  having  the  balance  of  duty  18^  2s.  id. 
allowed  out  of  his  purchase^money.  This  my  client  will  be  prepared 
to  do  on  the  30th  of  next  April,^  miless  the  money  is  an  object  before, 
and  in  that  case  my  client  will  be  content  to  take  5L  per  cent,  upon 
his  purchase-money  to  the  30th  of  April,'  and  give  credit  for  the 
annuity,  subject  to  the  deduction  for  legacy  duty,  thus :  — 


Say jparchase  money 

Half  yeax^s  annnity  to  dOth  April 


A  year's  interest  on  18/.  2«.  id,  fourth  year's  daty 


Dedact  dd  year's  duty  18    2    4 

4th  ditto  .  18    2    4 

2  month's  interest  from  2Sth  of 
febmary  to  SOdi  of  April 
on  IjOQOL  8    6    8 


£          5. 

1,000  0 
50   0 

d, 
0 
0 

1,050  0 
0  18 

0 
0 

1,050  18 

0 

44  11     4 


£1,006     6     8 


"  If  you  are  content  with  this  arrangement  I  will  proceed  to  raise 
the  money,  and  let  you  have  the  draft  assignment  in  a  few  days. 

'^  I  am,  &c. 

"  J.  T.  COOKNEY." 

"Istrcbmary,  1849. 

"Dear  Sir,  —  If  your  letter  of  the  Slst  of  January  is  to  be  read 
in  connection  with  that  of  the  21st  of  December,  the  latter  certainly 


1  Sic.  2  Sic 

40* 
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favors  the  offer  I  have  made ;  for  it  informs  me  that  Mr.  Strickland 
would  not  give  more  than  1,000/.  after  April,  when  of  course  the  instal- 
ment of  an  annuity  and  duty  would  have  been  paid.  I  am  sure  that 
upon  reference  to  this  letter  you  will  see  that  this  is  the  fair  construc- 
tion of  it,  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  conditions  of  my  last  letter 
ought  to  be  acceded  to.  '^  I  am,  &c. 

"  A.  Daintrey." 

**8dFebnuir7, 1849. 

"  Dear  Sir, — I  only  referred  you  to  my  letter  of  the  2l8t  of  Decem- 
ber, as  evidence  of  what  I  thought  the  value  of  an  annuity  of  1001., 
and  that  it  was  the  object  in  view.  Mr.  Strickland  does  not,  and  did 
not,  entertain  my  views,  but  considers  the  offer  made  in  my  last  letter 
very  fair  And  liberal 

'*  Mr.  b.  will  be  glad  to  know  if  the  offer  will  be  accepted,  and 
particularly  if  the  money  is  to  be  paid  this  month. 

«  Yours,  &c. 

"  J.  T.  Cockney.'* 

''5th  Febrnary,  1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  If  Mr.  Strickland  will  not  give  more  than  you  say, 
I  must  accept  the  offer.  I  assume  of  course  that  the  last  half  yearns 
annuity  has  been  paid.  I  should  like  to  have  the  draft  assignment 
as  soon  as  possible,  and  to  complete  with  all  despatch,  as  Sir  C.  F.'s 
son  is  going  out  in  about  ten  days,  and  will  take  charge  of  my  papers 
to  my  brother.  "  I  am,  &c 

"  A.  Dainthey." 

'' 19UL  Febniaiy,  1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  I  have  been  expecting  the  draft  assignment  as  pro- 
mised in  a  few  days  by  your  letter  of  the  31st  ult.  I  hope  to  receive 
it  without  delay,  "  I  am,  &c. 

"  A.  Daintrey." 

"20thFebrnAry,  1849. 

"Dear  Sir, —  I  send  you  draft  assignment  and  release.  I  think 
that  the.  consideration  liable  to  ad  valorem  duty  will  be  973/.  lis.  QdLj 
if  the  money  is  paid  on  the  28th  inst  instead  of  the  30th  April  next; 
what  say  you ?  "I  am,  &X5. 

«  J.  T.  Cockney.'' 

£     s.    d. 

Amount  of  nomiDal  consideration 1,000    0    0 

Less  4th  jear^B  datj 18    3    4 

and  interest  on  prompt  payment        .       •       •       •         8    6    8 

26    9    0 


Net  consideration, 973  11 


'*  23d  February,  1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  1  return  your  draft  approved,  with  some  slight  alter- 
ations. I  propose  to  settle  at  your  omce  on  Wednesday,  the  28th 
inst,  at  10  o'clock,  unless  I  hear  from  you  to  the  contrary  by  return, 
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and  have  made  an  appointment  with  my  brother  to  that  efTect,     I 
dare  say  you  will  favor  me  with  a  line  by  return  at  all  events. 

*'  I  am,  &c. 

"  A.  Daintrey.'^ 

"84thFebniary,  1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  ^- 1  conclude  the  assignment  to  you  is  stamped ;  if  hot, 
you  will  of  course  get  it  done.  »  The  time  you  mention  will  suit  very 
welL  **  Yours  truly, 

«  J.  T.  COOKNEY." 
**  85th  February,  1849. 

^  Dear  Sir,— -  The  assignment  to  myself  and  brother  is  not  stamped, 
nor  I  believe  is  a  stamp  necessary,  &c.  Be  pleased  to  let  me  hear 
from  you  by  return,  and  let  me  have  the  engrossment  here  by  return, 
or  at,  &c.,  on  Tuesday  evening  by  seven  o'clock.  My  brother  will 
attend  there  to  execute,  and  it  is  probable  he  will  be  obliged  to  leave 
London  on  Wednesday  morning.  "  I  am,  &;c. 

"  A.  Daintrey." 

"26UiFebnuu7, 1849. 

"  Dear  Sir,  —  I  am  sorry  to  differ  with  you  about  the  stamp  duty. 
I  am  quite  satisfied  you  could  not  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  to  the 
title  without  a  355.  on  the  assignment  to  you,  and  the  office  would 
stamp  it.  I  should  like  to  see  the  deed  of  assignment  to  you  which 
my  clerk  can  do  when  he  attends  at,  &c.,  to-morrow,  to  see  your 
brother  execute  the  proposed  deed  of  sale  to  Mr.  Strickland. 

"I  am  yours,  truly, 

«*  J.  T.  COOKNEY." 

By  indenture,  bearing  date  the  28th  of  February,  1849,  and  then 
made  between  the  said  Arthur  and  Adrian  Daintrey  of  the  one  part, 
and  the  plaintifT  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  that  the  said 
E.  H.  Lane  was  entitled  to  the  said  annuity,  &;c.,  for  his  life,  and 
also  reciting  {inter  alia)  the  said  assignment  of  the  4th  of  June,  1847; 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  as  such  residuary  legatee  as  aforesaid,  had  duly 
paid  the  said  annuity  for  the  use  of  the  said  E.  H.  Lane  up  to  the 
30th  day  of  March  next ;  and  also  reciting  the  said  indenture  of  the 
4th  day  of  June,  1847,  and  that  the  said  Messrs.  Daintrey  had  con- 
tracted with  the  plaintiff  for  the  absolute  sale,  &c.,  to  him  of  the  said 
annuity,  and  all  growing  and  future  payments  thereof,  for  the  price 
of  973/.  Il5.,  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  contract, 
and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  973/.  11^.,  the  said  Messrs.  Dain- 
trey did  grant,  bargain,  sell,  &c.,  unto  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs,  &c.,  all 
the  said  annuity  or  sum  of  100/.,  and  all  growing  and  future  pay- 
ments thereof,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  annuity  unto  the  plaintiff, 
his  heirs,  &a,  from  henceforth  during  all  the  residue  of  the  life  of  the 
said  E.  H.  Lane,  to  the  end  and  intent  that  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs, 
&c.,  might  be  entitled  to  receive  and  retain  the  same  for  his  and  their 
own  use  and  benefit. 

The  consideration  money,  amounting  (exclusively  of  the  arrears 
of  the  said  annuity)  to  973/.  11^.,  was  paid  on  behalf,  of  plaintiff  to 
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the  said  Arthur  Daintrey.  And  the  following  receipt  wss  then  signed 
by  the  said  Arthur  Daintrey,  the  sum  of  86/.  195.  therein  mentioned 
having  been  paid  on  the  same  day :  — 

"  Re  Edward  Lane's  Annuity. 

"^  28th  of  Febnuuy,  1849. 

^'  Received  balance  of  one  year's  annuity  to  the  30th  March  next, 
namely,  the  sum  of  86/.  19*.,  B&dr  giving  credit  for  legacy  duty  paya* 
ble  in  respect  of  the  said  annuity. 

"  (Signed)     A.  Daintrey, 

"  (For  Self  &  Co.  —  trustee).'* 

Annnltj,  ....  i&lOO    0    0 
Deduction, ...       13    1    0 

£86  19    0 


The  transaction  was  perfectly  bond  Jide, 

It  was  subsequently  ascertained,  that  the  said  E.  H.  Lane  died  at 
Sydney  on  the  6th  of  February,  1849,  having  previously  made  his 
will,  and  having  appointed  the  defendant  sole  executrix  thereof.  The 
said  sum  of  973/.  Us.  OcL  was  paid  by  the  said  Arthur  Daintrey  into 
the  Bank  of  Australasia,  to  the  account  of  the  said  E.  H.  Lane, 
before  the  news  of  his  death  reached  this  country.  It  was  admitted, 
that  the  same  was,  with  the  plaintiff's  concurrence,  received  by  the 
defendant  as  executrix  of  the  said  E.  H.  Lane  after  bis  death,  subject 
to  be  refunded  to  the  plaintiff,  if,  under  the  circumstances,  the  plain- 
tiff should  be  so  entitled. 

The  court  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  any  such  inference  from 
the  facts  of  the  case  as  a  jury  would  be  warranted  in  drawing. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether,  under  the 
foregoing  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defendant,  as  executrix  of  E.  H.  Lane,  the  said  sum  of  973/.  11^.  so 
paid ;  and  judgment  was  to  be  entared  in  accordance  with  the  opinion 
g{  the  court 

« 

Crowder  {Raymond  with  him)  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  the  money  he  has  paid,  on  the  ground  that  there 
is  an  entire  absence  of  consideration  for  the  payment  This  is  a  coo- 
tract  for  the  sale  of  an  annuity ;  and  at  the  time  it  was  sold,  it  had 
ceased  to  exist  The  annuitant  died  on  the  6th  of  February,  but 
there  was  no  contract  for  the  sale  until  long-  after  that  day,  for  the 
contract  was  completed  on  the  28th  of  February,  by  the  deed  which 
was  then  executed. 

[Martin,  B.  If  a  chattel  is  sold,  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the 
chattel  does  not  exist,  the  contract  is  not  binding  upon  the  purchaser. 
Barr  v.  Qibsmy  3  M.  &  W.  390.] 

And  therefore,  unless  the  defendant  can  establish  the  proposition, 
that  the  contract  for  the  sale  was  complete  before  the  6th  of  February, 
the  plaintiff's  claim  at  law  to  the  return  of  the  money  is  unanswerable. 


I 


—  ^H 
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Bramwell  (Rew  with  him)  for  the  defendant  The  correspondence 
shows,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the  sale  of  the 
annuity  should  be  complete  on  the  5th  of  February.  It  was  not  a 
mere  agreement  for  a  sale.  The  execution  of  an  instrument  under 
seal  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  transfer.  The  letters,  there- 
fore, do  not  amount  to  a  contract  for  a  future  sale,  to  be  embodied  in 
the  deed,  but  they  contain  the  terms  of  the  contract  itself,  by  which 
contract  the  whole  of  the  vendor's  interest  in  the  annuity  passed  on 
the  5th  of  February.  In  1  Sugd.  on  Vend,  and  Purch.,  lltb  ed.,  330, 
it  is  said,  ^  A  vendee,  being  equitable  owner  of  the  estate  from  the 
time  of  the  contract  for  sale,  must  pay  the  consideration  for  it, 
although  the  estate  itself  be  destroyed  between  the  date  of  the  agree- 
ment and  the  conveyance  ;  and  on  the  other  hand,  he  will  be  entitled 
to  any  benefit  which  may  accrue  to  the  estate  in  the  interim."  And 
again,  at  page  334  it  is  laid  down,  that  ^  it  equally  follows,  from  the 
general  nde  of  equity,  by  which  that  which  is  agreed  to  be  done  is 
considered  as  actually  performed,  that  if  a  person  agree  to  give  a 
contingent  consideration  for  an  estate,  as  an  annuity  for  the  life  of 
the  vendor,  and  the  vendor  die  before  the  conveyance  is  executed,  by 
which  event  the  annuity  ceases,  yet  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to 
a  specific  performance  of  his  contract.*'  This  is  supported  by  the 
cases  of  Mortimer  v.  Capper^  1  Bro.  C.  C.  156 ;  Kenney  v.  Wezhaniy 
6  Madd.  355 ;  Vessey  v.  Elwoody  3  Dru.  &  War.  74 ;  Harford  v.  Fur- 
rier,  1  Madd.  532 ;  Paine  v.  Meller^  6  Yes.  349 ;  Ans(m  v.  Towgood^ 
1  Jac.  &  Walk.  637 ;  Coles  v.  Trecothick,  9  Ves.  234.  The  conlxact 
of  the  5th  of  February  is  for  a  present  and  not  a  future  sale  of  the 
annuity.  Tarlivg  v.  Baxter^  6  B.  &  C.  360 ;  Rugg  v.  Minettj  11  East, 
210  ;  or,  at  &^1  events,  it  was  a  sale  of  the  vendor's  interest  at  that 
time.  The  deed  operates  as  a  mere  authentication  of  the  transfer; 
and  moreover,  it  recites  a  past  contract 

Crowder^  in  reply,  contended  that  there  was  no  contract  on  the  5th 
of  February ;  that  the  deed  spoke  of  the  conveyance  of  the  annuity 
as  being  '^  from  thenceforth ; "  and,  consequently,  that  the  plaintin 
had  never  received  any  consideration  for  his  money. 

(Jar.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  question  in  this  case,  which  the  court  took 
time  to  consider,  lies  in  a  very  narrow  compass.  The  plaintiff  brought 
his  action  against  the  defendant  to  recover  back  money  paid  by  him 
for  the  purchase  of  an  annuity  bequeathed  to  Edward  Henry  Lane, 
of  Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Way. 
That  annuity  had  been  assigned  by  Edward  Henry  Lane,  who  was 
still  residing  in  Sydney,  to  Arthur  Daintrey  and  Adrian  Dsiintrey,  in 
order  that  they,  as  his  trustees,  might  dispose  of  it  in  England  for 
his  benefit.  They  accordingly  entered  into  a  negotiation  with  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  the  residuary  legatee  under  Mrs.  Way's  wiU,  for 
the  purchase  of  this  annuity.     The  question  between  the  parties  is 
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this  —  whether  the  purchase  took  effect  during  the  existence  of  the 
annuity.  If  it  did,  though  but  for  an  instant,  the  plaintiff  i»  not  enti- 
tled to  succeed ;  for  he  purchased  the  annuity,  and  cannot  complaia 
that  in  so  doing  he  has  made  a  bad  bargain,  as  the  events  have  turned 
out.  But  if,  on  the  contrary,  the  annuity  had  ceased  to  exist  before 
his  purchase,  then  he  has  got  nothing  for  his  purchase-money,  and  is 
entitled  to  recover  it  back  from  the  defendant,  the  executrix  of  Lane, 
who  has  received  it  from  the  trustees. 

The  question  therefore  is,  what  was  the  bargain,  and  when  did  it 
take  effect.  If  the  annuity  was  sold  upon  the  5th  of  February,  1S49, 
by  the  acceptance  contained  in  the  letter  of  that  date,  the  subsequent 
death  of  the  annuitant  at  Sydney  on  the  6th  of  February,  1849,  will 
defeat  the  plaintiff's  claim.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  agreement  was 
for  a  future  sale,  to  be  effected  by  assignment  of  the  annuity,  which 
took  place  on  the  28th  of  February,  the  previous  death  of  the  annui- 
tant will  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

We  must,  therefore,  examine  carefully  the  different  letters  and 
documents,  to  see  which  of  these  two  views  of  the  case  we  ought  to 
adopt  as  the  fair  result  of  the  whole  correspondence.  There  is  no 
doubt,  that,  if  the  purchase  had  been  completed,  that  is  to  say,  if 
there  had  been  an  agreement  that  from  and  after  the  5th  of  February, 
1849,  the  annuity  was  to  belong  to  Mr.  Strickland,  and  the  money 
given  for  it  to  belong  to  the  trustees,  the  subsequent  death  of  Lane 
would  make  no  ditlerence.  Even  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance 
could  have  been  maintained  upon  such  an  agreement,  according  to 
the  case  of  Kenney  v.  Wexham^  6  Madd.  357.  There  there  wbs  ao 
agreement  dated  18th  April,  1818,  for  the  future  purchase  of  an 
annuity  by  the  payment  of  two  instalments,  the  first  in  October, 
1818,  and  the  last  in  January,  1819.  The  death  was  subsequent  to 
the  last  stipulated  payment  And  the  Vice- Chancellor  held,  that 
from  that  date  the  purchaser  became  entitled  to  it,  and  that  the  sab- 
sequent  death  of  the  annuitant  in  October,  1820,  did  not  prevent  the 
purchaser  from  having  a  specific  performance ;  and  for  this  Mortimer 
v.  Capper^  1  Bro.  C.  C.  156 ;  Jackson  v.  Lever^  3  Bro.  C.  C.  6(M ; 
Coles  V.  Trecothick,  9  Ves.  234,  were  cited. 

But  here  in  the  correspondence  we  find  no  such  arrangement  till 
the  assignment  of  the  28th  of  February.  The  offer  which  is  stated 
by  Mr.  Strickland's  agent,  Mr.  Cockney,  in  the  letter  of  the  31st 
January,  1849,  is  for  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  "  to  be  completed 
next  April,  after  the  current  half  year's  annuity  is  paid,  and  the  legacy 
duty  then  payable  satisfied,  and  the  future  legacy  duty  allowed  for;" 
and  he  adds,  that  his  client  will  be  prepared  to  do  this  on  the  30  of 
April,  unless  they  can  agree  for  an  earlier  day  of  payment,  and,  so  to 
speak,  to  discount  the  payment  of  the  30th  of  April  on  that  earlier 
day. 

It  is  a  clear  stipulation  throughout  the  correspondence,  that  the 
annuity  shall  continue  to  be  paid  up  to  that  day,  whatever  that  might 
be;  and  until  that  day  was  fixed  it  is  impossible  to  ascertain  what 
sum  of  money  was  to  be  paid  and  received.  Now  this  was  never 
ascertained  or  settled  in  the  life-time  of  the  annuitant   The  annuity, 


COURT   OF   EXCHEQUER,  1852.  479 

Garbf  v.  Harris 

therefore,  still  continued  to  belong  to  Lane,  and  never,  as  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  says  in  Kenney  v.  Wezham^  passed  to  the  purchaser,  till 
this  was  ascertained  and  the  bargain  finally  arranged  between  them. 
When  this  was  done,  the  annuity  became  the  property  of  Strickland, 
and  the  money  the  property  of  the  vendors.  But  then  there  was  no 
annuity  in  existence.  The  money,  therefore,  which  was  paid,  was 
paid  wholly  without  consideration,  and  may  now  be  recovered  back 
from  the  defendant,  to  whom,  as  the  executrix  of  Lane,  it  has  passed. 
We  think,  therefore,  that  the  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Garby  v.  Harris.^ 

April  27,  1852.  ' 

Costs —  Certificate  of  Judge.' 

Under  the  12th  section  of  the  Coanty  Courts  Extension  Act,  13  &  14  Yict  c.  61,  a  jndge  has 
power  to  certify  for  costs,  where  the  som  recovered  in  actions  of  contract  is  20/.,  and  in 
tort  5/. 

This  was  an  action  for  assault,  which  was  tried  before  Talfourd,  J., 
at  the  last  Cornwall  assizes,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff, with  5^  damages,  and  the  learned  judge  certified,  under  the  13  & 
14  Vict.  c.  61,  s.  12,  that  there  was  sumcient  reason  for  bringing  the 
action  in  the  Superior  Court  Upon  this  certificate  the  Master  taxed 
the  plaintiff  his  costs. 

Collier  now  moved  to  review  the  Master's  taxation.  The  plain- 
tiff's right  to  costs  depends  upon  the  construction  of  the  11th  &  12th 
sections  of  the  County  Court  Extension  Act,  13  fi&  14  Vict.  c.  61. 
The  11th  section  enacts,  "  That,  if  in  any  action,  commenced  after 
the  passing  of  this  act,  in  any  of  her  Majesty's  superior  courts  of 
record,  in  covenant,  debt,  detinue,  or  assumpsit^  not  being  an  action 
for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  a  sum 
not  exceeding  20/.,  or  if,  in  any  action  commenced  after  the  passing 
of  this  act,  in  any  of  her.  Majesty's  superior  courts  of  record,  in  tres- 
pass, trover,  or  case,  not  being  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  or 
for  libel,  or  for  slander,  or  for  criminal  conversation,  or  for  seduction, 
the  plaintiff  shall  recover  a  sum  not  exceeding  5Ly  the  plaintiff  shall 
have  judgment  to  recover  such  sum  only,  and  no  costs,  except  in  cases 
hereinafter  provided,  and  except  in  the  case  of  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault," &CC.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  costs  under  that  section, 
inasmuch  as  he  has  recovered  a  sum  not  exceeding  5/.  Then,  by  sec- 
tion 12|  it  is  provided,  *'  that  if  the  plaintiff  shall  in  any  such  action 

» " ^ 

1  7  Exchequer  Rep.  591. 
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as  aforesaid,  recover  a  sum  less  than  the  sum  in  that  behalf  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned,  by  verdict,  and  the  judge  or  other  presiding  officer, 
before  whom  such  verdict  shall  be  obtained,  shall  certify,  &c.,  the 
plaintiff  in  such  case  shall  have  the  same  judgment  to  recover  his 
costs  that  he  would  have  had  if  this  act  had  not  passed.^  The  sum 
"thereinbefore  mentioned"  is  5Z.,  consequently  (he  judge  had  no 
power  to  certify  under  that  section,  as  the  plaintiff  did  not  recover 
less  than  5L  This  may  be  a  casus  amissuSy  but  the  court  are  bound 
to  give  effect  to  the  grammatical  construction  of  the  statute,  and  can- 
not correct  the  mistakes  of  the  legislature. 

[Parke,  B.  The  meaning  of  the  12th  section  is,  that  if  the'  plaintiff 
does  not  recover  the  sum  which  entitles  him  to  costs  under  the  11th 
section,  the  judge  may  certify  to  give  him  costs.  If  the  strict  gram- 
matical construction  leads  to  an  absurdity,  the  language  of  the  sta- 
tute may  be  modified. 

Martin,  B.  Though  the  court  cannot  supply  an  omission,  they 
may  read  a  statute  so  as  to  render  it  sensible  and  intelligible.] 

The  37  Greo.  3,  c.  Ill,  s.  3,  exempted  from  stamp  duty  any  indent- 
ure of  apprenticeship,  "where  a  sum  or  value  not  exceeding  10/,  shall 
be  given  or  contracted  with,  or  in  relation  to  the  apprentice,"  and  that 
was  held  not  to  apply  to  cases  where  no  sum  or  value  was  given  or 
contracted  for.    Rez  v.  Hie  Inhabitants  of  Mabe^  3  A.  &  E.  531. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  think  there  ought  to  be  no  rule.  I  agree 
that  where  the  language  of  a  statute  is  perfectly  plain,  we  have  no 
right  to  alter  it  in  order  to  correct  an  error  or  omission  of  the  legisla- 
ture. But  where  the  question  is  one  of  construction,  and  there  are 
several  different  modes  of  reading  the  statute,  we  are  bound  to  adopt 
that  which  most  accords  with  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  Now, 
in  construing  these  sections,  Mr.  Collier  assumes  that  there  is  a  par- 
ticular sum  specifically  mentioned  in  the  11th  section,  which  he  has 
a  right  to  transfer  to  the  12th,  for  the  "  sum  in  that  behalf  hereinbe- 
fore mentioned."'  But  that  is  not  so ;  the  one  clause  makes  one  pro- 
vision, the  following  clause  another  provision.  It  is  manifest  that  the 
12th  section  was  intended  to  provide  for  cases  where  the  sum  reco- 
vered would  not  carry  costs.  What  then  is  the  meaning  of  the  words 
"  the  sura  in  that  behalf  hereinbefore  mentioned  ?  "  It  is  clear  that 
they  mean  a  sum  which  would  carry  costs.  By  so  reading  the  stat- 
ute, I  do  no  violence  to  its  language,  but  of  two  different  construc- 
tions select  the  one  which  appears  to  me  the  true  meaning  of  the 
language  of  the  legislature. 

Parke,  B.  K  the  statute  is  to  be  read  according  to  its  strict  gram- 
matical construction,  Mr.  Collier  is  right  But  there  is  a  valuable 
rule  which  has  been  acted  on  for  years,  namely,  that  a  statute  must 
be  construed  according  to  its  ordinary  grammatical  signification,  un- 
less such  a  construction  would  lead  to  some  repugnance  or  absurdity, 
in  which  case  the  language  may  be  modified  so  as  to  avoid  that 
This  case  falls  within  that  rule.  In  order  to  make  sense  of  these  sec* 
tions,  we  must  construe  them  in  the  manner  suggested  by  the  lord 
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chief  baron.  The  words  in  the  12th  section,  "  the  sum  in  that  behalf 
hereinbefore  mentioned,"  mean  a  sum  which  would  entitle  the  plain- 
tiff to  costs ;  and  if  a  less  sum  than  that  is  recovered,  the  judge  has 
power  to  certify. 

Platt,  B.  These  two  sections  must  be  read  with  a  candid  mind, 
and  a  desire  to  understand  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  No  one 
could  imagine  that  the  legislature  meant,  that  where,  in  actions  of 
contract,  the  plaintiff  recovered  20/.,  the  judge  should  not  have  power 
to  certify  for  costs ;  but  where  the  verdict  was  for  19/.  195.  11  Jd.,  he 
should  have  that  power ;  or  if,  in  actions  of  tort,  the  verdict  was  for 
5/.,  the  judge  could  not  certify,  but  if  it  was  for  one  farthing  less  he 
might  That  being  an  obvious  absurdity,  we  must  give  a  reasonable 
constrnction  to  the  12th  section,  and,  for  that  purpose,  look  to  the 
meaning  of  the  legislature  as  collected  from  the  two  sections  read 
together.  If  the  sum  recovered  exceeds  20/.  in  actions  of  contract, 
or  5/.  in  actions  of  tort,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  costs  without  the 
interference  of  the  judge ;  but  if  not,  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  to  give  costs  under  the  12th  section.  It  is  no  answer  to 
say  that  this  is  a  casus  omissus^  if  by  reading  both  sections  together 
we  can  find  out  the  meaning  of  the  legislature.  It  is  perfectly  plain 
to  my  mind  that  the  person  who  penned  this  act,  instead  of  using 
the  words  "  not  exceeding  "  put  in  the  12th  section  the  words  "  less 
than."  If  the  former  words  be  substituted,  the  meaning  is  clear. 
Since  then  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  manifest,  we  ought  not 
to  tie  ourselves  to  a  literal  reading,  which  would  do  substantial  in- 
justice. 

Martin,  B/  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Even  upon  a  literal  construc- 
tion of  the  statute,  Mr.  Collier  fails.  The  language  of  the  12th  section 
is,  '^  if  the  plaintiff  in  any  such  action  as  aforesaid,  shall  recover  less 
than  the  sum  in  that  behalf  hereinbefore  mentioned ; "  it  is  not  "  re- 
cover the  sum  hereinbefore  mentioned,"  but  "  the  sum  in  that  behalf 
hereinbefore  mentioned,"  which  points  to  the  sum  which,  under  the 
previous  section,  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  costs.  I  further  think  that 
we  ought  to  read  this  act  of  parliament  as  we  would  any  other  docu- 
ment, with  a  view  to  understand  it,  and  give  it  a  reasonable  construc- 
tion. The  legislature  clearly  meant  that,  when  the  sum  recovered 
was  not  more  than  20/.,  or  5/.,  as  the  case  might  be,  the  judge  should 
have  power  to  give  the  plaintiff  costs. 

Eule  refused. 


VOL.  XIV.  41 
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Williams  v.  Roberts  and  others.^ 

April  26,  1852. 

Landlord  and  Tenant — Distress  for  Rent — Pleading. 

To  a  declaration  in  trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  a  close  of  the  plaintiff,  called  the  sm> 
ble,  and  breaking  Uie  doors  diereof,  and  for  seizing  and  canying  awaj  divers  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  plaintiff  therein,  the  defendant  pleaded,  under  the  U  Qeo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1,  that, 
at  the  time  when  the  trespasses  were  committed,  one  O.  O.  was  tenant  of  certain  premises 
to  the  defendant  at  a  certain  rent,  and  that  half  a  year's  rent  was  then  due  to  the  ddcDdant 
from  the  said  O.  O.,  and  in  arrcar  and  unpaid  \  and  that,  within  thirty  days  before  the  said 
time  when,  &c,  O.  O.  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  from  the  premises  held  by 
him  as  sudi  tenant,  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  aeclaration  mentioned,  being  the  proper 

S^ods  and  chattels  of  the  said  O.  C,  in  ordw  to  prevent  tlie  defendant  from  distinining 
em  for  the  rent  in  arrcar ;  and  that,  because  the  said  goods  and  chattels  so  fraudulently 
and  clandestinely  conveyed  by  O.  O.  still  remained  in  the  said  close  in  which,  &c^  and 
were  there  locked  up,  to  prevent  them  from  being  seized  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears 
of  rent,  the  defendant,  whilst  the  rent  remained  due,  and  within  thirty  days  after  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  had  so  been  clandestinely  and  fraudulently  conveyed  and  locked  up, 
entered  the  said  close,  in  order  to  seize  and  take  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  a  distress 
for  the  said  arrears  of  rent  so  doe,  and  did  at  the  time  when,  &&,  and  within  thirty  dajs 
after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been  so  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  seize  them  as  a  dis 
tress  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent ;  and  that,  because  on  that  occasion  the  said  goods  and 
chattels  were  put  and  kept  in  the  close  looLcd  up,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  being  seized 
as  a  distress  lor  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  and  so  that  the  defendant  could  not,  without 
breaking  open  and  entering  the  said  close,  seize  the  said  goods,  the  defendant  was  obliged 
and  did,  in  order  to  seize  the  said  goods,  first  calling  to  his  assistance  the  constable  of  the 
place  where  the  said  close  and  goods  were,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  and  with 
his  aid  and  assistance,  in  the  day-time  break  open  and  enter  the  said  close,  in  order  to 
seize  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  according  to  the  statute ;  and 
that  the  defendant  in  so  doing  did  no  unnecessary  damage,  &c.: — 

Hdd,  first,  that  although  it  was  stated  in  the  plea  that  the  goods  were  the  tenant's  at  the  time 
of  the  removal,  it  admitted  them  to  be  the  plaintiff's  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  as  averred 
in  the  declaration,  and  therefore,  that  the  plea  was  not  objectionable  in  form,  as  amount 
ing  to  an  argumentative  traverse  that  at  the  time  of  the  trespass  they  were  tho  goods  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Hddy  secondly,  that  the  plea  afforded  a  good  mimct  fade  defence  to  the  action  within  tiie  1 1 
(jieo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1.    It  IS  unnecessary,  in  a  plea  framed  under  this  statute,  to  show  that  the 
coods  have  not  been  made  the  subject  of  a  bond  fide  sale  to  persons  not  privy  to  the  fraudu 
font  removal,  as  provided  by  the  2d  section  *,  that  fact  must  be  replied. 

It  is  also  unnecessary  to  state  in  the  plea,  that  tho  party  upon  whose  land  the  goods  aie 
seized  is  privy  to  the  fraud ;  and  a  previous  request  is  unnecessary,  in  order  to  give  the 
landlord  the  right  to  break  into  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  seizmg  the  goods. 

Trespass.  The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  broke  and 
entered  a  certain  close  of  the  plaintifi^  called  the  stable,  in  the  county 
of  Carnarvon,  and  broke  open,  pulled  down,  and  damaged  iwo  doors 
of  the  plaintiff,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  close,  and  then  broke 
and  spoiled  divers  locks  of  the  plaintiff,  belonging  to  the  said  doors, 
and  then  seized  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  five 
horses,  &c.,  therein,  and  then  took  and  carried  away  the  Bame,  and 
converted  them  to  the  defendants'  own  use,  &c. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  first,  not  guilty ;  secondly,  that  the  said 


^  7  Exchequer  B^  618. 
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close,  doors,  &C.,  were  not  the  plaintiff's,  modo  etformd;  thirdly,  that 
the  goods  and  chattels  were  not  the  plaintiff's  modo  etformd.  Upon 
these  pleas  the  plaintiff  joined  issue. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  fourthly,  to  the  whole  declaration,  that 
one  Owen  Owens  for  a  long  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  half  a  year 
next  before  and  ending  on  the  first  day  of  September,  1850,  and  from 
thence  until  and  at  the  said  times  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjoyed  a 
certain  water  corn-mill  and  premises,  situate  in  the  parish  of  Aber,  in 
the  county  of  Carnarvon,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise 
thereof  theretofore,  to  w,it,  on  the  first  day  of  September,  1849,  made 
by  the  defendant,  E.  G.  Roberts,  to  the  said  O.  Owens,  for  the  term, 
to  wit,  of  one  year  from  thence  next  ensuing,  and  so  on  from  year  to 
year,  and  so  long  as  the  said  defendant  and  the  said  O.  Owens  should 
respectively  think  fit,  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent  of  130/.,  payable 
half  yearly,  by  even  and  equal  portions,  the  reversion  thereof,  to  wit, 
in  fee,  then  and  still  belonging  to  the  defendant,  the  said  E.  G.  Rob- 
erts ;  and  further,  that,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid,  a  large 
sum  of  money,  to  wit  the  sum  of  65/.  of  the  rent  aforesaid,  for  half 
k  year  of  the  said  term,  ending  on  the  same  day  and  year,  became 
and  was  due  and  payable  from  the  said  O.  Owens  to  the  defendant, 
the  said  E.  G.  Roberts,  and  at  the  several  times  when,  &c.,  was  in 
arrear  and  unpaid ;  and  that  the  said  O.  Owens,  after  the  said  rent 
became  and  was  due  and  payable,  and  whilst  the  same  was  actually 
due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid,  and  within  thirty  days  next  before  the  said 
several  times  when,  &c.,  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  and 
carried  off  and  from  the  said  premises  so  held  and  enjoyed  by  him  as 
such  tenant  thereof  as  aforesaid,  the  i^id  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
said  declaration  mentioned,  being  the  proper  goods  and  chattels  of 
him,  the  said  O.  Owens,  in  order  to  prevent  the  said  defendant  frofti 
distraining  the  same  for  the  said  rent  so  before  and  at  the  time  of  the 
said  removal  actually  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid ;  and 
for  that  purpose  conveyed  the  said  goods  and  chattels,  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned  to  the  said  close  in  which,  &c. ;  and  because  the 
said  goods  and  chattels,  which  had  been  so  fraudulently  and  clandes- 
tinely conveyed  away  and  carried  off  by  the  said  O.  Owens  as  afore- 
said, still  remained  and  were  in  the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  to  which 
the  same  had  been  so  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  and  were  there  kept 
locked  up,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  being  seized  and  taken  as  a 
distress  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  the  said  E.  G.  Roberts,  in  his 
own  right,  and  the  said  other  defendants  as  the  servants  of  the  said 
E.  G.  Roberts,  and  by  his  command,  afterwards,  and  while  the  said 
rent  so  remained  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  as  aforesaid,  and  within 
thirty  days  next  after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  and  had  so 
been  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  and  carried  off 
as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  they  remained  so  kept  locked  up  as  aforesaid, 
that  is,  at  the  times  when,  &c.,  entered  into  the  close  in  which,  &c., 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  in  order  to  seize  and  take  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  so  therein  being  as  aforesaid,  as  a  distress  for  'the 
said  arrears  of  rent  so  due  and  owing  as  aforesaid,  and  did,  there- 
upon, at  the  several  times  when,  &c.,  and  within  thirty  days  next 
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after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been  and  were  so  fraudulently 
and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  and  carried  off  as  aforesaid,  in  the 
said  close  in  which,  &c.,  take  and  seize  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
so  there  found  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  the  same  then 
remaining  due,  in  arrear,  and  unpaid  ;  and  because,  on  the  occasion 
aforesaid,  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been  and  were  put  and 
kept  in   the  said    close  in   which,  &c.,  locked  up,  so  as  to  prevent 
them  from  being  taken  or  seized  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears  of 
rent,  and  so  that  the  defendants  could  not,  without  breaking  open  and 
entering  the  said  close,  seize  the  said  goods  as  aforesaid,  the  defend- 
ant, E.  G.  Roberts,  in  his  own  right,  and  the  other  defendants,  as 
bailiffs  of  the  said  E.  G.  Roberts,  and  by  his  command,  on  the  occa- 
sion and  at  the  time  aforesaid  of  entering  and  laking  the  said  goods 
in  the  said  close,  were  forced  and  obliged  to,  and  did,  in  order  to 
seize  the  said  goods  as  aforesaid,  first  calling  to  their  assistance  the 
constable  of  the  place  where  the  said  close  and  goods  were,  according 
to  the  form  of  the  said  statute,  and  with  his  aid  and  assistance, 
in  the  day-time,  break  open  and  enter  the  said  close,  in  order  to  take 
and  seize,  and  did  then  as  aforesaid,  take  and  seize,  the  said  good^ 
and  chattels  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  according  to  the  said  statute ; 
and  in  so  breaking  and  entering  the  said  close  did,  to  a  small  and 
necessary  extent,  commit  the  supposed   trespasses,  so   far  as    they 
relate  to  the  said  doors,  locks,  &c. ;  and  the  defendants,  on  the  occa- 
sion aforesaid,  did  no  unnecessary  damage,  and  no  more  than  was 
necessary  to  enable  them  to  seize  the  said  goods  as  aforesaid,  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid.     Verification. 

Special  demurrer  to  the  fourth  plea,  on  the  grounds  {inter  alia)  that 
it  was  improperly  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration ;  that  the  state- 
ment in  the  plea,  that  the  goods  and  chattels  were  the  property  of 
the  said  Owen  Owens,  was  inconsistent  with  the  allegation  in  the 
declaration,  that  they  were  the  plaintiff's ;  and  that  it  amounted  to 
an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  declaration 
being  the  plaintiff's  as  therein  alleged.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

The  case  was  argued  in  last  Hilary  term,  (Jan.  19,)  by 

Cowling  {Welsby  with  him)  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The 
fourth  plea,  which  professes  to  be  framed  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c  19^ 
is  bad  in  form  and  in  substance.  First,  as  to  the  question  of  form ; 
the  plea  amounts  to  an  argumentative  denial  that  the  goods  seized 
were  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  plea  should 
be  taken  to  admit  that  the  goods  were  the  plaintiff's,  in  that  case  it 
is  no  answer  to  the  action.  Fletcher  v.  Marillier^  9  Ad.  &  E.  457,  is 
an  express  authority  that  the  plea  amounts  to  an  argumentative  tra- 
verse. Lord  DenmaUj  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court 
in  that  case  says,  "  The  justification  asserts  that  the  goods  were  the 
property  of  one  Stent ;  that  they  had  been  fraudulently  removed  by 
him  from  a  house  which  he  held  as  tenant  to  the  defendant,  in  order 
to  avoid  a  distress  for  rent  in  arrear ;  and  that  they  had  been  placed 
in  the  plaintiff's  house  with  her  privity  and  consent,  against  the  form 
of  the  statute ;  and  then  goes  on  to  justify  entering  the  house  in 
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order  to  seize  the  goods,  and  the  seizing  them  under  the  provisions 
of  11  Geo.  2,  c  19,  s.  7.  If  by  this  plea  it  be  meant  to  deny  that  the 
goods,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  were  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  the 
denial  is  plainly  indirect  and  argumentative,  and  the  plea  is  bad  for 
that  reason,  which  is  assigned  as  cause  of  demurrer ;  if,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  plea  be  taken  to  admit  the  goods  to  have  been,  at  the  time 
of  the  seizure,  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  then  the  plea  is  bad,  in  not 
bringing  the  case  within  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19.  That  statute  author- 
izes the  landlord  to  follow  goods  only  which  belonged  to  the  tenant 
at  the  time  of  removal ;  and  not  even  those,  if  bona  fide  transferred  to 
an  innocent  person  for  value  ;  that  is,  in  ^ect,  goods  which,  at  the 
*  removal  were,  and  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  continued  to  be,  the 
goods  of  the  tenant  It  is  obviously  inconsistent  with  the  right  to 
seize  under  the  statute,  to  admit  that,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  they 
were  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff,  not  being  the  tenant" 

[Parke,  B.  It  is  not  necessary,  under  the  statute,  that  the  goods 
siiould  be  the  tenant's  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  although  they  must 
be  so  at  the  time  of  the  removal,  to  give  the  landlord  the  power  of 
distraining  them.  For  if  the  goods  have  been  transferred  by  gift,  or 
have  even  been  the  subject  of  a  sale  not  made  bondfide^  the  landlord 
has  a  right  to  seize  them.] 

The  plea  does  not  give  the  plaintiff  any  colorable  title  to  the  goods, 
but  leaves  it  altogether  in  dubio  whether  the  goods  were  his  or  not. 
2  Wms.  Saund.  84  e.  note  {e,)     The  plea  is,  therefore,  informal. 

[Martin,  B.  The  defendant  could  not  have  given  this  defence  in 
evidence  under  a  traverse  that  the  goods  were  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiff.) 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  bad  in  substance.  By  the  7th  section  of  'the 
11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  a  lyidlord  can  upon  certain  conditions  only  seize 
goods  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  removed  from  the  demised  pre- 
mises. The  statute  expressly  requires  the  concurrence  of  two  things, 
to  give  the  landlord  this  right :  first,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  goods 
have  been  unlawfully  removed :  and  secondly,  that  they  have  not 
been  legally  sold.  The  second  section  provides,  that  no  landlord 
shall  seize  goods  ^<  which  shall  be  sold  bond  fide  and  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  before  such  seizure  made,  to  any  person  or  persons  not 
privy  to  such  fraud  as  aforesaid."  This  section  imposes  a  condition 
precedent  upon  the  landlord's  right  of  distress.  The  defendant, 
therefore,  should  have  distinctly  shown  that  the  goods  were  not  so 
transferred  before  the  seizure.  In  1  Wms.  Saund.  233  b.  note  (cf),  it 
is  laid  down,  that  "  a  proviso  is  properly  the  statement  of  something 
extrinsic  of  the  subject-matter  of  a  covenant,  which  shall  go  in  dis- 
charge of  that  covenant  by  way  of  defeasance ;  an  exception  is,  a 
taking  out  of  the  covenant  some  part  of  the  subject-matter  of  it  If 
these  be  right  definitions,  the  plaintiff  need  never  state  a  proviso,  but 
must  always  state  an  exception."  It,  therefore,  lies  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  show  that  the  transfer  of  the  goods  was  illegal.  Where,  in 
answer  to  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  defendant  pleads  that 
it  was  illegal  in  its  iaceptionj  and  that  the  plaintiff  took  it  without 
value,  to  which  the  plaintiff  replies  de  injwid^  the  illegality  being 

41* 
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proved,  the  onus  is  cast  upon  the  plaintiff  of  proving  that  he  gave 
value :  Bailey  v.  Bidwell^  13  M.  &  W.  73.     In    lliomton  v.  A£im^ 
5  M.  &  Sel.  38,  it  was  held  that  the  plea  must  show  that  the  goods 
removed  were  the  tenant's  at  the  time  of  the  removal.     The  plea  is 
also  bad,  because  it  does  not  contain  any  statement  that  the  plaintiff 
in  any  way  participated  with  the  tenant  in  the  illegal  removal  or 
custody  of  the  goods.     It  must,  therefore,  be  taken  that  the  plaintiff 
was  ignorant  of  the  fact,  and  that  he  was  not  a  party  to  the  transac- 
tion.    The  plea  does  not  even  state  that  the  goods  were  placed  on 
the  plaintiff's  close  by  his  consent     In  Fletcher  v.  MariUieur^  9  Ad.& 
E.  457 ;  Rich  v.  WooUey^  7  Bing.  65,  and  Angell  v.  Harrison,  17  Law 
J.  Rep.  (n.  §.)  Q.  B.,  25,  tft  pleas  severally  contained  an  allegation  to  * 
the  effect  that  the  defendant  was  a  participator  in  the  illegal  act  oi 
the  tenant.    The  third  section  shows  that  the  legislature  intended 
to  punish  the  tenant  who  defrauded  his  landlord,  and  the  party  as- 
sisting him  ;  but  they  never  could  have  meant  that  the  statute  should 
thus  affect  an  innocent  party. 

In  the  next  place,  as  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff  is  an 
innocent  party,  it  ought  to  have  been  averred  in  the  plea  that  a  de- 
mand was  made  by  the  landlord  for  permission  to  enter  the  premises 
for  the  purpose  of  seizing  the  goods.  The  necessity  of  tweaking 
open  the  door  of  the  house  might  thus  have  been  avoided.  The 
power  of  entering  a  dwelling-house,  for  the  purpose  of  seizing  goods 
which  have  been  deposited  there  by  a  stranger,  is  one  which  may 
work  injustice.  The  statute,  no  doubt,  does  not  contain  any  provi- 
sion by  which  a  demand  is  expressly  required ;  but  if  it  is  capable  of 
being  construed  in  favor  of  this  position,  it  ought  to  receive  such  an 
interpretation.    Harper  v.  Carr,,  7  T.  R.  270. 

WilhSy  contra.  First,  as  to  the  objection  that  the  plea  is  bad  by 
reason  of  its  omitting  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  participated  in  t^^ 
act  of  the  tenant,  and  in  support  of  which  position  several  cases  arc 
cited  in  which  such  an  averment  has  been  introduced  into  the  plea; 
the  answer  is,  that  the  statute  does  not  require  such  an  averment 
The  third  section  imposes  a  distinct  penalty  upon  the  tenant  who 
fmudulently  removes  his  goods  ;  and  in  case  of  a  third  party  witf^my 
aiding  the  tenant,  it  imposes  upon  him  a  like  penalty.  But  the 
enactments  of  the  statute  give  the  landlord  the  power  of  foJJoWjng 
the  goods  upon  the  premises  of  any  person,  whether  he  participate  or 
not  with  the  tenant  in  the  fraud  upon  his  landlord.  . 

Secondly,  it  is  said  that  there  ought  to  have  been  a  demand  ol 
admittance.    But  the  statute  contains  no  provision  whatever  wbicD 
requires  a  demand  to  be  made.     The  7th  section  enacts,  that  it  snali 
be  lawful,  "  in  the  case  of  a  dwelling-house,  oath  being  first  made 
before  some  justice  of  the  peace  of  a  reasonable  ground  to  so^pec 
that  such  goods  or  chattels  are  therein,  in  the  daytime  to  break  open 
and  enter  into  such  house,  barn,  stable,  outhouse,  yard,  close,  aii 
place,  and  to  take  and  seize  such  goods  and  chattels,  for  the  ^*^. 
arrears  of  rent,  as  he,  she,  or  they  might  have  done,  by  virtue  of  wJ5 
or  any  former  act,  if  such  goods  and  chattels  had  been  put  iD  any 
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open  field  or  place."  It  may  be  admitted  that  a  sheriiT,  in  order  to 
execute  process  of  the  law  npon  the  defendant,  or  his  property  re* 
moved  there  to  avoid  an  execution,  must  demand  admittance  before 
he  can  lawfully  break  the  outer  door  of  a  dwelling-house.  Ratcliffe  v. 
Burtan,  3  Bos.  &  P.  229 ;  Hutchinson  v.  Birch,  4  Taunt  627.  But 
in  the  present  case,  the  steps  which  are  to  be  taken  in  making  the 
distress  are  expressly  pointed  out  by  the  statute. 

[Parke,  B.  Suppose  goods  are  placed  upon  a  person's  land  with- 
out his  privity,  can  the  landlord  follow  the  goods  and  enter  the 
premises  by  violence  for  that  purpose,  without  having  first  requested 
permission  to  do  so  ?] 

He  may  under  this  statute.  In  Viner's  Abridgement,  tit.  <<  Tres- 
|>ass"  (I.  a.),  it  is  said,  '<  If  a  man  takes  my  goods  and  carries  them 
into  his  own  land,  I  may  justify  my  entry  unto  the  said  land  to  take 
nay  goods  again ;  for  they  came  there  by  his  own  act"  Patrick  v. 
Colerickj  3  M.  &  W.  483,  is  to  the  same  effect 

[Parke,  B.  A  trespasser  may  be  followed  upon  his  own  land,  but 
the  difficulty  which  presses  me  is,  whether  the  statute  gives  the  power 
of  going  upon  the  land  of  an  innocent  party.  What  remedy  would 
the  party  have  ?] 

If  he  has  taken  no  share  in  the  transaction,  his  remedy  will  be 
against  the  party  who  deposits  the  goods  upon  his  property. 

Thirdly,  it  is  said  that  the  plea  ought  to  have  shown  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  a  bond  fide  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
within  the  second  section  of  the  act  But  if  the  plea  had  contained 
such  a  statement,  it  would  have  amounted  to  an  argumentative 
denial  of  the  goods  being  the  plaintiff's.  The  second  section  comes 
by  way  of  proviso,  and  the  plaintifi",  if  he  can  bring  his  case  within 
it,  ought  to  make  it  the  subject  of  a  replication.  ThibauU  v.  Gibson^ 
12  M.  &  W.  88 ;  Washbmm  v.  Bmraughi,  1  Exch.  107 ;  Vpton  v. 
Bassett^  Cro.  Eliz.  445. 

Lastly,  the  plea  is  good  in  form,  for  it  does  not  amount  to  an 
argumentative  traverse  of  the  goods  being  the  plaintiff's.  If  the 
plaintiff  became  the  owner  of  the  goods  by  way  of  gift,  the  second 
section  does  not  apply.  The  plea,  therefore,  sufficiently  admits  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  the  goods  were  the  plaintiff's.  The  de- 
fendant could  not  have  availed  himself  of  the  defence  set  up  in  the 
fourth  plea,  under  a  traverse  of  the  goods  being  the  plaintiff's.  The 
property  in  the  goods  is  not  changed  by  the  distress.  Samuel  v.  Dukcj 
3  M.  &  W.  622.  The  plea  does  not  require  express  color.  Doctor 
LeyfiehJPs  casCy  9  Rep.  405. 

Cowling'  was  heard  in  reply. 

Our.  adv.  vtM. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by 

Parke,  B.  This  case  was  argued  before  my  lord  chief  baron 
and  my  brothers  Alderson,  Martin^  and  myself,  at  the  sittings  in  last 
term.     The  declaration  was  in  trespass.     [His  lordship,  after  stating 
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the  pleadings,  proceeded :]  This  plea  admits  that  the  goods  were, 
at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  the  goods  of  the  plaintifT,  as  averred  in  the 
declaration,  but  justifies  that  seizure  on  the  ground  that  the  same 
goods  had  been,  within  thirty  days  before,  fraudulently  carried  off  by 
the  tenant,  being  his  own  goods,  from  the  demised  premises,  to  prevent 
a  distress  for  rent,  and  locked  up  on  the  plaintiff's  close ;  and  it  avers 
the  locks  to  have  been  broken  in  the  presence  of  a  constable. 

The  question  on  general  demurrer  is,  whether  this  plea  states  a 
good  primd  facie  case  within  the  enactment  of  the  11  Greo.  2,  c  19,  s* 
1.  We  think  it  does.  If  goods  of  the  tenant  are  fraudulently  con- 
veyed away,  they  are  by  that  section  made  liable  to  a  distress  within 
the  period  of  thirty  days,  to  whatever  place  removed.  By  the  general 
terms  of  the  section,  liability  attaches  to  the  particular  goods  them- 
selves, not  merely  so  long  as  they  continue  the  goods  of  the  tenant; 
and  then  the  next  section,  which  states  by  way  of  proviso  that  no 
landlord  shall  take  or  seize  goods  as  a  distress,  which  have  been  bond 
fide  sold  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  persons  not  {»ivy  to  the  fraud, 
operates  as  a  defeasance  of  the  provisions  of  the  former  section,  and 
takes  all  goods  so  sold  out  of  its  operation.  If  the  plaintiff  fell 
within  that  category,  he  ought  to  have  so  replied,  according  to  the 
rules  of  pleading.  And  a  reason  for  this  enactment  being  made  in 
the  shape  of  a  proviso  is,  that  the  plaintiff  knows  his  title  to  the 
goods  better  than  the  landlord  ;  and  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be 
called  upon  to  plead  as  part  of  his  justification  that  they  were  not  so 
sold.  In  the  absence  of  such  a  replication,  the  plaintiff  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  either  merely  in  possession  of  the  goods,  or  a  bailee,  or 
to  have  been  a  donee  without  value ;  and  therefore  the  liability  of 
those  goods  to  distress  still  continued. 

But  it  was  then  contended,  that  the  plaintiff's  dose  could  not  be 
entered,  and,  still  more,  his  locks  could  not  be  broken,  unless  he  was 
a  party  to  or  at  least  conusant  of  the  fraudulent  removal  of  the  goods; 
for  it  would,  it  was  said,  be  a  hardship  on  him  if  innocent,  and  if  the 
goods  were  locked  up  without  his  privity  or  knowledge  in  his  close, 
that  his  locks  should  be  broken ;  and  further,  that  it  could  not  be  a 
justifiable  act  to  break  open  his  gates  without  a  previous  request  to 
open  them  ;  and  though  the  statute  in  express  words  requires  neither 
one  circumstance  nor  the  other,  one  or  both  must,  by  implication,  be 
deemed  necessary,  on  the  plain  principles  of  justice. 

We  do  not  think  that  either  of  these  circumstances  were  necessary 
conditions  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  given  by  the  statute.  Accord- 
ing to  the  ordinary  construction  of  the  words,  they  are  not  requisite, 
nor  are  they,  we  think,  implied.  Though,  in  some  cases,  it  might  be 
just  to  require  both  circumstances,  in  the  great  majority  which  occur 
it  would  not  be  so ;  for,  generally,  goods  fraudulently  removed  are 
not  secreted  in  a  man's  close  or  house  without  his  privity  or  consent 
The  legislature  may  be  presumed  to  have  had  this  in  their  contem- 
plation :  ad  ea  qu<B  frequerUius  accidunt  jura  adaptantur.  The  reme- 
dy against  the  fraud  of  the  tenant  given  by  the  act  is  a  stringent 
one,  and  meant  to  be  operative ;  and  if  it  were  made  a  condition  to 
the  exercise  of  this  power,  that  the  landlord  should  prove  the  privity 
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of  the  person  in  possession  of  the  goods,  it  might  be  very  difficult  to 
do  so,  or  to  ascertain  that  within  the  period  allowed  to  distrain  ;  and 
then  the  remedy  would  be  of  little  value.  Again,  if  the  gate  of  a 
field  could  not  be  broken  open  without  a  previous  request  to  open  it, 
it  may  easily  be  conceived  that  a  great  impediment  would  be  inter- 
posed, by  the  necessity  of  searching  for  and  finding  the  occupier  in 
order  to  make  a  request ;  and  as  it  rarely  happens  that  the  occupier 
of  the  field  would  be  innocent,  the  statutory  provision  is  by  no  means 
on  the  whole  unjust;  and  the  presence  of  the  peace  officer  is  a  pro- 
tection against  any  excess.  Besides,  if  the  plaintijf  were  really  inno- 
cent of  all  collusion  with  the  fraudulent  tenant  or  person  placing  the 
goods  on  his  close,  he  would  have  a  remedy  against  that  person  for 
the  damage  sustained  by  the  act  of  the  landlord.  We  think  there- 
fore that  the  plea  is  good  on  general  demurrer. 

The  grounds  of  special  demurrer  are  also  insisted  on.  The  first 
ground  is,  that  the  statement  that  the  goods  were  those  of  the  tenant 
is  inconsistent  with  the  allegation  in  the  declaration,  that  they  were 
the  plaintiff's,  and  so  an  argumentative  traverse ;  and  if  the  plea 
admits  the  goods  to  be  the  plaintiff's,  then  the  right  to  distrain  did 
not  exist,  because  it  applies  only  to  cases  in  which  the  tenant  removes 
his  own  goods.  But  this  is  a  misapprehension.  The  plea  admits 
the  goods  to  be  the  plaintiff's  at  the  time  of  seizure,  and  avers  that 
they  were  the  tenant's  at  the  time  of  removal,  in  which  there  is  no 
inconsistency  whatever.  Both  may  be  perfectly  true.  There  is, 
therefore,  no  such  dilemma  as  suggested  in  the  special  demurrer. 

From  some  passages  in  the  judgment  of  Lord  Denman,  in  the 
Queen's  Bench,  in  Fletcher  v.  Marillier^  9  Ad.  &  E.  461  (if  the  re- 
port be  correct),  it  would  appear,  that  the  difference  between  the  time 
of  removal  and  of  seizure  was  not  adverted  to ;  but  the  case  itself  is 
distinguishable,  as  the  plea  admitted  the  goods  at  the  time  of  seizure 
to  be  the  property  of  and  in  the  possession  of  the  tenant,  and  no 
color  of  title  was  given  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  is  pointed  out  as  a 
cause  of  special  demurrer,  and  also  relied  upon  in  the  judgment 
Our  judgment  is  therefore  for  the  defendant. 

Juc^^meni  for  the  defendant.^ 


Thomas  v.  Watkins.^ 

April  26,  1852. 

Landlord  and  Tenant  —  Pleading 

To  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  house  and  seizing  his 
goods,  tho  defendant  pleaded  that  one  Thomas  held  a  house  as  tenant  to  one  Payne,  at  a 

1  See  the  following  case.  ^  7  Exchequer  Bep.  680. 
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certain  rent ;  that  the  rent  was  in  arrear ;  that  the  said  goods,  being  the  goods  of  Thomas , 
were  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  by  him  from  his  house  to  prerent  a  distress, 
and  were,  with  tne  plaintiff's  consent,  placed  in  the  plaintiff's  house ;  whereupon  the  de- 
fendant, as  bailiff  of  Payne,  and  by  his  command,  seized  the  goods  as  a  distress. 

Keplication,  tHat  the  said  goods  were  not  the  goods  of  Thomas,  nor  were  they  frandnlentlT 
and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  by  Thomas  to  prevent  a  distress :  — 

Semble,  that  the  replication  was  not  open  to  the  objection  of  multifuionsness,  bat  thai  it  was 
a  good  answer  to  the  plea. 

Trespass  for  breaking   and   entering  the  dwelling-house   of  the 
plaintiff,  and  for  seizing  his  goods. 

Plea,  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  that  one  E.  Thomas  held  a  certain 
house  as  tenant  to  one  Payne,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  65L ;  that  the 
rent  was  due  and  in  arrear  from  Thomas  to  Payne ;  that  the  said 
goods,  being  the  goods  of  Thomas,  were  fraudulently  and  clandes- 
tinely conveyed  away  by  him  from  his  said  dwelling  house,  to  prevent 
Payne  from  distraining  them,  and  were,  with  the  consent  and  privity 
of  the  plaintiff,  placed  in  the  plaintifTs  dwelling-house ;  whereupon 
the  defendant,  as  tlie  bailiff  of  Thomas,  and  by  his  command,  seized 
the  said  goods  as  a  distress. —  Verification. 

Replication,  that  the  said  goods  were  not  the  goods  of  Thomas, 
nor  were  they  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  by 
Thomas  to  prevent  a  distress. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  causes,  that  the  replication  was 
bad,  as  being  double  and  multifarious. — Joinder  in  demurrer. 

WilleSj  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  replication  is  bad  for  the 
reasons  assigned.  If  the  plaintiff  had  traversed  either  allegation,  and 
the  defendant,  on  the  trial,  were  to  fail  in  the  proof  of  the  allegation 
so  traversed,  the  plea  would  not  be  supported.  The  replication  is 
therefore  double. 

Prideaux^  contri.  The  plaintiff  might  have  replied  de  injurid  to 
this  plea,  as  is  clear  from  the  case  of  Bowler  v.  Nicholson^  12  A.  & 
E.  341.  There  the  plaintiff  himself  was  the  tenant,  and  the  replica- 
tion was  held  insufficient,  on  the  ground  that  the  plea  alleged  an 
authority  given  by  law,  which  was  explained  by  Patteson,  J.,  to  mean 
an  authority  which  must  be  mediately  or  immediately  derived  from 
the  plaintiff.  In  the  present  case,  the  relationship  of  landlord  and 
tenant  does  not  exist  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  These 
parties  are  mere  strangers.  Now  the  replication  de  injurid  would 
have  put  in  issue  all  the  material  allegations  in  the  plea.  The 
plaintiff  is,  therefore,  at  liberty  to  traverse  any  one  or  more  of  the 
material  allegations.     Garten  v.  Robinstm^  2  DowL  P.  C,  N.  8.,. 41. 

[Martin,  B.  When  a  particular  formula  is  given,  can  the  pleader 
depart  from  it  ?  In  Sutherland  v.  PraUy  11  M.  &  W.  206,  it  was  held 
that  a  defendant  cannot  separately  traverse  an  allegation  which  would 
be  put  in  issue  by  a  plea  of  the  general  issue.] 

In    Oiadioick  v.  Herapatk^  3  C.  B.  885,  it  was  held,  that  where  a 

t)laintiff  may  reply  generally,  denying  the  whole  of  a  plea,  he  is  at 
iberty  to  deny  any  part  of  it. 
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[Parke,  B.  The  defendant  had  better  withdraw  his  demurrer,  and 
join  issue  upon  the  replication. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  inclination  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  in 
favor  of  the  replication.] 

JVilles  elected  to  amend  on  the  usual  terms. 


Landman  t;.  Entwistle.  ^ 

Maj  1,  1352. 

Railway  Company  —  Engineer  —  Provisional  Committee  —  Contra^ct 

ta  pay  out  of  Funds  of  Company* 

In  an  action  by  an  engineer  against  a  provisional  ,committeeman  of  a  railway  company,  it 
appeared  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  committee,  at  which  the  plaintiff  was  present,  it  was 
resolved,  "  that  the  provisional  committee  disclum  the  intention  of  taking  on  themselves 
any  personal  responsibility  as  regards  the  expenses  incurred  or  to  be  incnrred  in  or  about 
tho  company,  and  that  no  such  responsibility  shall  attach  to  them.**  At  another  meeting, 
at  which  the  plaintiff  was  also  present,  a  resolution  was  passed,  which  contained  a  state- 
ment that  the  plaintiff  had  said  "  that  he  would  make  no  claim  for  his  services  until  there 
should  be  sufficient  funds  of  the  company  to  meet  any  demand  he  might  be  entitled  to 
make."  The  plaintiff  stated  in  a  letter,  that  "  he  never  understood  that,  unless  the  project 
were  successful,  the  engineers  were  to  abandon  all  claim ;  but  he  did  understand,  that  Uie 
individuals  comprising  the  committee  were  not  to  be  held  personally  liable."  At  a  subse- 
quent meeting  of  the  committee,  it  was  resolved,  **  that  the  committee  bind  themselves  to 
be  answerable  to  the  extent  of  1,000/.,  to  be  applied  to  engineering  and  surveying  pur- 
poses." The  scheme  was  abandoned,  and  deposits  to  the  amount  of  4,168/.,  which  had  becm 
received  by  the  committee,  were  returned  to  the  shareholders :  — 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  responsible,  the  contract  being  that  the  plaintiff  should  be 
paid  out  of  such  funda  as  could  be  properly  applied  in  satisfaction  of  ms  claim,  and  there 
were  no  funds  of  that  description. 

Assumpsit  for  work  and  labor,  &c    Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

At  the  trial,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings  after 
last  Hilary  term,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought  to  recover 
the  sum  of  616^  18s.  4^.,  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  for  his  services  as 
the  engineer  of  a  projected  railway  company,  called  the  Kentish  Railr 
way  Company,  of  which  the  defendant  was  one  of  the  provisional 
committee.  On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  the  following  documentary 
evidence  was  adduced.  On  the  7th  of  October,  1844,  the  plaintiff 
wrote  to  the  secretary  of  the  company  as  follows:  —  "  Having  now 
made  all  the  necessary  trials,  sections,  and  inspections  of  the  country 
along  the  line  between  Gravesend  and  the  proposed  western  terminus, 
I  think  it  desirable  that  no  time  should  be  lost  in  calling  a  meeting 
of  the  committee,  in  order  that  they  may  adopt  the  necessary  mea- 
sures for  providing  the  funds  indispensably  required  for  carrying  on 
the  final  surveys,  and  completing  the  parliamentary  documents." 


>  7  Exchequer  Bep.  682. 
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At  a  meeting  of  the  committee  of  management  on  the  17th  of 
October,  1844,  at  which  the  plaintiff  was  present,  it  was  "  Resolved, 
that  Messrs.  Lake  &  Co.  be  requested  to  forward  the  survey  in  such 
manner  as  may  be  found  advisable,  Colonel  Landman  (the  plaintiff) 
stating  that  he  would  render  every  assistance  in  his  power,  and  that 
he  would  make  no  claim  for  his  personal  services,  or  for  those  of  his 
assistant,  Mr.  Pinhorn,  until  there  should  be  sufficient  funds  of  the 
company  to  meet  any  demand  he  might  be  entitled  to  make." 

At  a  meeting  of  the  committee  of  management  on  the  29th  of 
October,  1844,  one  of  the  resolutions  was  as  follows :  "  And  it  ap- 
pearing to  the  committee  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  provide  a 
fund,  in  order  that  the  surveys  of  the  line  may  be  immediately  pro- 
ceeded with,  it  was  (on  the  motion  of  Mr.  Entwistle)  —  Resolved, 
that  the  committee  bind  themselves  to  be  answerable  to  the  extent 
of  1,000/.,  to  be  applied  to  engineering  and  surveying  purposes." 

At  a  meeting  of  the  committee  of  management  on  the  18th  of  No- 
vember, 1844,  after  stating  that  negotiations  had  been  entered  into 
with  the  South  Eastern  Railway  Company,  to  carry  into  effect  the 
projected  Kentish  Railway,  it  was  resolved,  "  That,  having  now  an 
assurance  from  the  South  Eastern  Railway  Company  that  they  will 
endeavor  to  obtain  the  authority  of  parliament,  and  that,  if  author- 
ized by  parliament,  they  will  construct  a  line  of  railway  through 
North  Kent  to  Canterbury,  similar  in  its  general  course  to  that  pro- 
posed by  this  company ;  and  having  an  engagement  from  them  to 
reimburse  to  this  committee  the  expenses  hitherto  incurred,  this  com- 
mittee are  of  opinion  that  it  is  expedient  that  the  Kentish  Railway 
Company  should  withdraw  from  this  undertaking  in  favor  of  the 
South  Eastern  Railway  Company." 

At  a  meeting  of  the  provisional  committee  on  the  28th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1844,  at  which  the  defendant  was  present,  one  of  the  resolutions 
was  "  That  B.  Greene,  J.  Blyth,  John  Entwistle  (the  defendant),  the 
trustees  for  this  company,  be  a  committee  for  determining  and  settling 
the  liabilities  of  this  company,  and  for  receiving  from  the  South  East- 
ern Railway  Company,  under  the  arrangement  entered  into  with 
them,  the  money  requisite  for  discharging  such  liabilities." 

On  the  18th  of  November,  1844,  the  solicitors  of  the  Kentish  Rail- 
way Company  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  as  follows  — "  We  are  desired 
by  the  committee  of  management  to  inform  you  that  they  have  made 
arrangements,  by  means  of  which  their  projected  line  of  railways 
through  North  Kent  to  Canterbury  wiU  be  executed  by  the  South 
Eastern  Railway  Company,  and  to  request  that  you  will  furnish  them, 
as  early  as  possible,  with  a  statement  of  the  expenses  incurred  on  the 
authority  of  the  committee  in  reference  to  the  Kentish  Railway." 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  following  documents  were  given  in 
evidence  :  —  At  a  meeting  of  the  provisional  committee  on  the  12th  of 
August,  1844,  to  which  the  defendant  was  a  party,  and  at  which  the 
plaintiif  was  present,  one  of  the  resolutions  was, "  That  the  provisional 
committee  disclaim  the  intention  of  taking  on  themselves  any  personal 
responsibility  as  regards  the  expenses  incurred,  or  to  be  incurred,  in 
or  about  the  company,  and  that  no  such  responsibility  shall  attach  to 
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them."  Another  of  the  resolutions  at  the  same  meeting  was, "  That 
it  be  a  recommendation  to  the  committee  of  management  to  endea- 
vor to  secure  the  valuable  services  of  J.  Locke,  Esq.,  the  eminent  en- 
gineer, in  addition  to  those  of  Colonel  Landman,  the  original  projector 
of  the  railway,  it  being  clearly  understood  that  neither  of  those  gen- 
tleman shall  have  any  personal  claim  against  any  member  of  the  pro- 
visional committee." 

On  the  9th  of  October,  1844,  the  solicitors  of  the  company  wrote 
to  the  plaintiff,  inquiring  whether  the  survey  of  the  line  was  not  inclu- 
ded in  his  "  engagement  to  the  committee  not  to  make  any  charge 
unless  the  project  succeeded  ; "  and  on  the  11th  of  October,  the  plain- 
tiff wrote  in  answer :  "  I  never  understood  that,  unless  the  project 
were  successful,  the  engineers  were  to  abandon  all  claim;  but  I  did 
understand  that  the  individuals  comprising  the  committee  were  not 
to  be  held  personally  liable.  I  am  perfectly  ready  to  continue  to  de- 
vote my  time  and  attention  to  the  perfecting  of  the  survey,  and  get- 
ting up  of  the  parliamentary  documents,  without  making  any  charge 
for  the  same  until  sufficient  funds  may  have  been  collected." 

The  scheme  was  abandoned  in  pursuance  of  the  arrangement  en- 
tered into  with  the^South  Eastern  Railway  Company,  and  the  depo- 
sits on  shares,  which  amounted  to  4,168/.,  were  returned  to  the  sub- 
scribers. It  was  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that,  under 
the  above  circumstances,  he  was  not  liable,  inasmuch  as  the  contract 
was  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  paid  out  of  the  profits  of  the  under- 
taking. The  learned  judge,  being  of  that  opinion,  directed  a  nonsuit, 
reserving  leave  for  the  plaintiff  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  if  the  court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained  accordingly. 

The  Attorney^  General  (Hoggins  and  Smythies  vjit\i  him),  showed 
cause.  The  plaintiff  was  cognizant  of  the  resolutions  of  the  12th  of 
August,  1844,  and  consented  to  act  on  those  terms ;  consequently  he 
has  no  remedy  against  the  individual  members  of  the  provisional 
committee.  It  wUl  probably  be  argued,  that  the  deposits  on  shares 
were  intended  to  form  a  fund  available  for  all  necessary  expenses,  and 
that  the  charges  for  engineering  are  of  that  description.  But  it  is 
clear  that  the  deposits  were  not  a  fund  out  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
ultimately  to  be  paid.  They  were  intended  to  provide  for  petty  cash 
expenses,  necessarily  incident  to  the  promotion  of  thel  scheme,  and 
were  never  designed  to  include  heavy  charges,  such  as  those  of  the 
surveyor  or  engineer.  The  shareholders  were  entitled  to  have  their 
deposits  returned  as  soon  as  the  undertaking  was  abandoned;  Ash- 
pitel  V.  Sercombej  5  Exch.  147 ;  therefore  there  was  no  fund  available 
for  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  letter  of  the  18th  of  November,  in  which 
the  solicitors  of  the  company  request  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  them 
"  with  a  statement  of  the  expenses  incurred  on  the  authority  of  the 
committee,"  cannot  create  any  liability  when  none  previously  existed. 
Biggins  V.  Hopkinsj  3  Exch.  163,  is  distinguishable ;  for  in  that  case 
there  was  no  agreement  that  the  acting  committee  should  not  be 
responsible  ;  and  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether,  under  the 
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circumstances,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  meant  to  contract  on  the 
footing  of  a  personal  liability  of  the  defendant,  either  alone  or  as  a 
member  of  the  acting  committee,  or  on  the  credit  of  the  funds.  Here 
there  is  an  express  stipulation  that  the  provisional  committee  shall 
not  be  personally  liable,  and  the  contract,  which  is  merely  conditional, 
to  pay  out  of  the  funds,  was  never  rendered  absolute  by  the  receipt 
of  funds. 

[Parke,  B.     The  term  "  funds  "  does  not  mean  "  deposils,"  but  the 
funds  of  the  company  when  formed.] 

The  court  then  called  on 

A.  Cockbum^  Bramwelly  and  Wilkinson^  to  support  the  rule.    The 
question  is,  what  was  the  contract  between  the  parties ;  and  that  is 
to  be  collected  from  the  correspondence  and  the  resolutions  of  the 
committee.     The  resolution  of  the.  12th  of  August,  in  which  the  com- 
mittee "  disclaim  the  intention  of  taking  on  themselves  any  personal 
responsibility,"  is  explained  by  the  resolution  of  the  17th  of  October, 
in  which  the  plaintiff  says  that  he  will  make  no  claim  "  until  there 
should  be  sufficient  funds  of  the  company  to  meet  any  demand  be 
might  be  entitled  to  make."     He  never  intended  to  release  the  com- 
mittee from  all  obligation,  but  only  that  they  should  not  be  personally 
responsible  if  there  were  funds  to  satisfy  his  claim.     That  such  was 
the  plaintiff's  meaning  is  evident  from  his  letter  of  the  11th  of  Octo- 
ber, in  which  he  says,  "  I  never  understood,  that,  unless  the  proj«c| 
was  successful,  the  engineers  were  to  abandon  all  claim  ;  but  I  aid 
understand  that  the  individuals  comprising  the  committee  were  noi 
to  be  held  personally  liable."     According  to  the  true  constraction  of 
these  documents,  the  meaning  of  the  parties  was,  that  the  provisional 
committee  should  not  be  liable  at  all  events,  but  that  as  soon  assom- 
cient  funds  were  collected  the  plaintiff  should  be  entitled  to  enforce 
his  claim.     The  right  to  payment  was  not  to  be  contingent  on  toe 
final  completion  of  the  company,  but  only  on  sufficient  funds  being 
obtained.     Then,  were  there  available  funds  ?     It  is  submitted  fnat 
there  were.     The  plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  consider  the  liabiuties 
of  the  provisional  committee  to  the  shareholders  in  respect  of  deposits, 
but  immediately  funds  came  to  their  hands  they  were  liable  to  pay* 

Parke,  B.  The  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  is  clear  that  the 
plaintiff  undertook  to  do  the  work,  not  upon  a  contract  with  the  prO" 
visional  committee,  but  looking  to  the  chance  of  the  scheme  succe^  • 
iiig,  and  of  there  being  funds  available  for  the  payment  of  his  claitD* 
The  plaintiff's  letter,  of  the  11th  of  October,  shows  that  there  was 
no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  provisional  committee,  that  be  shoo 
be  paid  at  all  events.  In  the  majority  of  cases  of  this  kind,  the  co  • 
tract  is  that  the  party  shall  look  only  to  the  funds  of  the  companyi 
and  not  to  the  responsibility  of  the  individuals  who  manage  it. 

Platt,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     This  action  cannot 
maintained,  unless  there  was  a  personal  responsibility  on  the  f^ 
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the  defendant  to  pay  the  plaintiff.  But,  by  the  resolution  of  the  12th 
of  August,  the  provisional  committee  distinctly  repudiate  any  per- 
sonal liability ;  and  it  appears  from  the  resolution  of  the  17th  of  Oc- 
tober, that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  make  no  claim  for  his  services  "  until 
there  should  be  sufficient  funds  of  the  company  to  meet  any  demand 
he  might  be  entitled  to  make."  That  must  surely  mean  sufficient 
funds  of  that  description  which  the  committee  could  properly  apply 
in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  Now,  the  sum  of  4,168/., 
which  consisted  of  deposits,  was  not  a  fund  of  that  description  ;  for, 
on  the  abandonment  of  the  scheme,  all  the  depositors  were  entitled 
to  call  for  repayment  of  their  deposits,  the  consideration  upon  which 
their  duty  to  pay  was  founded  being  at  an  end.  The  sum  in  ques- 
tion, therefore,  was  not  available  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
demand,  and  there  were  no  funds  out  of  which  he  was  entitled  to  be 
paid. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case  has  been  put 
to  us  much  in  the  same  way  that  a  counsel  puts  a  case  to  a  jury. 
He  tells  them  that  the  plaintiff  has  done  the  work,  and  that  he  is 
entitled  to  be  paid  for  it ;  and  laying  aside  the  documents  upon  which 
the  contract  is  founded,  he  calls  upon  the  jury,  and  frequently  with 
success,  to  infer  a  contract  which  renders  the  defendant  liable.  The 
answer  is,  that  the  true  contract  between  the  parties  must  be  looked 
at  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  with  whom  the  liability  rests.  Now, 
in  this  case,  was  there  any  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  provisional 
committee  to  go  on  with  the  scheme?  There  certainly  was  not- 
They  were  at  liberty  in  that  respect  to  act  as  they  pleased,  and  the 
engineer  had  no  right  to  compel  them  to  go  on.  He  took  the  chance 
of  payment  provided  the  scheme  succeeded,  in  which  case  he  would, 
no  doubt,  have  been  paid  out  of  the  profits. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  court  thsCt  there  is  no 
foundation  for  setting  aside  the  nonsuit. 

Rule  discharged. 


Humphreys  and  another  t;.  Pearce.^ 

April  22,  1852. 

Arbitration  —  When  Award  Good  though  no  Specific  Finding  on 

Each  Issue. 

Where  matten  In  difference  in  a  canse  inyolvine  seyeral  issnes  are  referred  to  arbitration,  the 
costs  of  the  cause  to  abide  the  event,  the  awara  is  good  notwitlistanding  there  is  no  specific 
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finding  on  each  issue,  if  it  appear  bjr  necessarj  intendment  that  the  arbitrator  has  disposed 
of  all  the  issues :  — 

SemUe^  that  it  is  otherwise,  where  the  reference  is  of  the  cause  and  also  of  matters  in  differ- 
ence. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt,  to  recover  the   snin  of  149/.  V!$,  U, 
for  the  keep  of  horses,  standing  of  carriages,  &c.     The  declaration 
contained  several  indebitatus  counts,  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded, 
first,  except  as  to  42/,,  never  indebted ;  secondly,  except  as  to  42^  a 
set-off;  thirdly,  except  as  to  42/.  payment ;  fourthly,  as  to  421,  pay- 
ment of  42/.  Is.  into  court,  and  no  damages  ultra.     The  plaifltifis 
took  the  money  out  of  court,  and  denied  the  set-ofF  and  payment. 
After  issues  joined,  all  matters  in  difference  in  the  cause  were  referred 
to  an  arbitrator,  the  costs  of  the  cause  and  of  the  reference  and  award 
to  abide  the  event.     The  arbitrator  awarded  de  prcemissis  as  follows : 
"  I  do  award  and  order  that  the  said  J.  Pearce  shall  and  do  pay  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  R.  {Ii^niphreys  and  I.  Humphreys  iht 
sum  of  84/.  145. 2d.  over  and  above  the  sum  of  42/.  paid  into  court  by 
the  said  J.  Pearce ;  which  I  do  adjudge  and  award  to  be  due  bom 
the  said  J.  Pearce  to  the  said  R.  Humphreys  and  J.  Humphreys,  for 
and  upon  the  matters  in  difference  to  me  relierred  as  aforesaid.^ 

O.  Atkinson  moved  to  set  aside  the  award,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  final.  The  arbitrator  ought  to  have  found  specifically  on 
each  issue.  It  is  consistent  with  this  general  finding,  that  the  arbi- 
trator has  considered  only  the  causes  of  action  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration, without  reference  to  the  defendant's  claim  by  way  of  set-oft 
There  should  have  been  a  distinct  finding  on  that  issue,  so  as  to  ena- 
ble the  plaintiffs,  if  necessary,  to  plead  it  in  bar  to  a  cross  action  for 
the  subject-matter  of  the  set-off.  It  is  also  consistent  with  this  award 
that  the  defendant  proved  the  plea  of  payment,  which  would  entitle 
him  to  the  costs  of  the  issue. 

[Parke,  B  .  The  sum  is  awarded  to  be  due  in  respect  of  all  the 
matters  referred.  If  the  reference  had  been  of  "  all  matters  in  diffe- 
rence between  the  parties  to  the  cause,"  there  would  be  ground  for 
arguing  that  the  award  was  bad;  for  the  sum  might  have  been 
awarded  in  respect  of  matters  in  difference  only.] 

In  Kilburn  v.  Kilbum,  13  M.  &  W.  671,  where  the  declaration  con- 
tained several  counts,  it  was  held,  that  non  assumpsit  raised  a  dis- 
tinct issue  upon  each  count,  which  the  arbitrator  was  bound  to 
decide.  •  '  r  n 

[Parke,  B.  That  was  a  reference  of  the  cause  and  also  oi  ^^ 
matters  in  difference ;  and  the  arbitrator  merely  awarded  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  a  certain  sum ;  hut  whe- 
ther that  was  the  sum  for  which  the  action  was  brought,  or  whether 
it  was  a  matter  in  difference  ultra  the  action,  did  not  appear ;  so  tea 
there  was  no  means  of  taxing  the  costs  of  the  action.  Here  the  ar: 
bitrator  finds  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  a  certain  sum  upon  au 
the  causes  of  action.] 

Brooks  V.  Parsons,  1  D.  &  L.  691,  was  a  reference  of  the  cau^ 
only ;  and  Patteson,  J.,  held,  that  "  the  direction  to  an  arbitrator  to 
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find  a  verdict,  meant  that  he  must  find  one  according  to  law,  that  is, 
specifically  upon  each  issue." 

[Martin,  B.  In  Russell  on  Arbitration,  p.  348,  it  is  said,  "  In  one 
case,  Cooper  v.  La/ngdon^  9  M.  &  W.  60,  where  there  were  several 
special  inconsistent  pleas,  the  court  treated  the  awarding  a  general 
verdict  for  the  defendant  as  a  finding  on  all  the  issues  in  his  favor ; 
and  in  a  very  recent  case,  Parke,  B.,  said,  that  awarding  a  general 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  means  a  verdict  on  all  the  issues*  Dresser  v. 
Slansjieldj  14  M.  &  W.  822.  The  distinction  is,  where  the  reference 
is  of  the  cause  only,  and  where  it  is  of  the  cause  and  also  of  matters 
in  difference."] 

Pollock,  C.  B.  There  will  be  no  rule.  In  my  opinion,  some  of 
the  cases  on  this  point  cannot  be  sustained.  The  cogrect  principle  is, 
that,  if  there  be  a  reference  of  a  cause  involving  several  issues,  and  it 
can  be  discovered  upon  the  award  that  every  issue  must  have  been 
considered  by  the  arbitrator,  that  is  sufficient,  without  a  specific  find- 
ing on  each.  Therefore,  if  an  arbitrator,  as  here,  directs  that,  upon 
the  whole  matters  in  difference  in  the  action,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
a  certain  sum,  that  disposes  of  all  the  issues. 

Parke,  B.  In  this  case,  by  necessary  intendment,  there  is  a  find- 
ing upon  every  issue ;  for  the  arbitrator  awards  that  84/.  14^.  2d.  is 
due  in  respect  of  the  matters  referred,  over  and  above  the  42i  paid 
into  court  That  disposes  of  the  issues  on  the  pleas  of  payment  and 
set-off';  for  if  the  defendant  had  proved  a  set-off  and  payment  beyond 
the  422.,  the  arbitrator  could  not  have  found  that  84/.  14^.  2d,  was 
due.  The  set-off  is  only  material  as  a  matter  in  difference  in  the 
cause ;  and  the  question,  whether  the  defendant  had  a  set-off,  will 
depend  upon  the  sum  which  is  awarded  to  the  plaintiffs ;  therefore, 
the  arbitrator  must  have  found  both  the  pleas  in  the  negative,  for 
otherwise  the  plaintiffs  could  not  be  entitled  to  84/.  14*.  2(L  beyond 
the  sum  paid  into  court  It  is  enough  to  say  that  it  appears,  by 
necessary  intendment,  that  all  the  issues  are  disposed  of.  1  am 
inclined  to  think  that  the  case  Brooks  v.  Parsons  would  not  have 
been  decided  by  my  brother  Patteson  in  the  same  manner  at  the 
present  day. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Brooks  v.  Parsons  was 
decided  in  the  year  1843,  and  may  now  be  considered  as  overruled 
by  no  less  than  three  cases.  There  is  Wilcox  v.  Wikox,  4  Exch.  501, 
in  this  court,  which  adopts  the  principle  of  the  decision  of  my  bro- 
ther Earle  in  Hobson  v.  Stewart^  4  D.  &  L.  589 ;  and  there  is  the 
case  of  Phillips  v.  W^ginSj  2  L.  M.  &  P.  355,  in  which  my  brother 
Wightman  expressed  his  opinion,  that,  where  there  is  a  reference  of 
a  cause  only,  the  award  is  good,  notwithstanding  there  is  no  specific 
finding  on  each  issue,  if  it  appear  by  reasonable  intendment  that  the 
arbitrator  has  determined  all  the  issues  in  the  plaintiff' 's  favon  I  am 
glad  it  has  been  so  decided,  because  it  is  clear  that,  when  an  arbitra- 
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tor  finds  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  certain  sum,  he  must  mean 
'<  upon  all  the  issues  joined  in  the  cause." 

Ruk  refused. 


Crouch  v.  The  London  and  North- Western  Railway  Cobcpany.^ 

April  28,  1858. 

Carriers  —  Notice  of  Limited  Responsibility  —  Pleadinff  —  Arffu- 

mentative  Denial  of  Bailment. 

To  an  action  on  the  caad,  in  which  the  declaration  stated  that  the  defendants  were  common- 
carriers,  and  that  they  receired  from  the  plaintiff,  as  such  common-carriers,  a  certain  pack- 
age, to  be  safely  earned  and  to  be  delivered  for  him  at  a  place  mentioned,  and  that  the  de- 
fbndantB  did  not  safely  cany  the  package,  bnt  that  throi^h  their  negligence  it  was  lost; 
the  defendants  pleaded  that,  at  the  time  they  received  the  package,  they  gave  the  plaintiff 
notice  that  they  would  not  be  responsible  for  packages  of  a  particular  description,  nnder 
which  this  particular  package  fell,  unless  their  contents  were  declared ;  and  that  the  con- 
tents of  this  package  were  not  declared;  and  that  the  defendants  did  not  consent  to  be 
responsible  contrary  to  the  terms  of  such  notice.    Verification :  — 

Bdd,  that  the  plea  amounted  to  an  aignmentative  denial  of  the  bailment  as  alleged  in  the 
declaration. 

Case.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  defend- 
ants were  common-carriers  of  goods  for  hire,  from  Liverpool  to  Dub- 
lin ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  on  &c.,  caused  to  be  delivered  to  the 
defendants,  as  such  common-carriers  as  aforesaid,  and  the  defendants, 
as  such  common-carriers,  received,  a  package  containing  divers  goods, 
to  wit,  &c.,  to  be  safely  and  secuu-ely  carried  and  conveyed  by  the 
defendants  for  the  plaintiff,  from  London  to  Dublin,  and  at  the  said 
last-tnentioned  place  to  be  delivered  by  the  defendants  for  the  plain- 
tiff, within  a  reasonable  time  in  that  behalf;  and  that  it  thereupon 
became  the  duty  of  the  defendants  safely  and  securely  to  carry  and 
keep  the  package.  Breach,  that  the  defendants  did  not  safely  and 
securely  carry  the  package ;  but  that,  through  their  negligence,  the 
package  and  its  contents  were  lost.  ( 

Plea,  that,  at  the  time  when  &c.,  the  defendants  gave  notice  to  the 
plaintiff  that  they  would  not  carry  any  package  containing  several 
packages  collected  from  different  parties,  and  addressed  to  and  in- 
tended for  sever&d  different  parties,  although  inclosed  in  one  package 
and  addressed  to  one  party,  unless  the  addresses  on  the  inclosed 
packages  and  their  contents  were  declared;  and  further,  that  the 
defendants  would  not  be  responsible  for  any  such  package  or  the 
contents,  unless  such  declaration  should  be  made,  and  the  particulars 
declared ;  and  that  the  defendants  carried  on  their  business  on  the 
terms  contained  in  the  said  notice ;  that  the  package  inclosed  three 
parcels,  received  by  the  plaintiff  from  three  din'erent  parties  ;  and  the 
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parcels  were  addressed  to  and  intended  for  three  different  parties ;  and 
that  the  fact  that  the  package  contained  such  parcels  was  not  de- 
clared to  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  defendants  received  the  pack- 
age on  the  terms  of  the  notice,  which  the  plaintiff  well  knew ;  and 
that  the  defendants  never  consented  to  subject  themselves  to  any 
responsibility  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  said  notice.  Verification. 
Special  demurrer,  assigning,  amongst  other  causes,  that  the  plea 
denied  argumentatively  that  the  package  was  delivered  to  and  re- 
ceived by  the  defendants  as  common-carriers.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

J.  Brown^  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  contended  that  the  plea 
clearly  amounted  to  an  argumentative  traverse  of  the  bailment  as 
stated  in  the  declaration ;  and  he  cited  Skaw  v.  York  and  North  Mid- 
land Railway  Company^  13  Q.  B.  347,  to  show  that,  where  such  an 
alleged  bailment  was  traversed,  and  it  having  been  proved  at  the 
trial  that  the  chattel  bailed  was  made  subject  to  a  condition  not  com- 
plied with,  it  was  held  that  the  allegation  was  not  sustained ;  that  in 
Wyld  V.  Pkkford^  8  M.  &  W.  443,  the  notice  differed  from  that  in  the 
present  case;  and  that,  although  the  objection  was  taken  to  a  plea  of 
its  being  argumentative,  the  objection  was  held  to  be  answered  by 
the  fact,  that  the  defendants  there  did  not  by  the  terms  of  their  no- 
tice stipulate  to  carry  goods  of  any  description  unless  insured.  He 
also  relied  upon  Austin,  v.  Manchester^  Sheffield^  Src.  Railway  Com- 
pany y  20  Law  J.  Re'p.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.,  440 ;  s.  c.  5  Eng.  Kep.  329,  as  being 
in  point.     The  court  then  called  upon 

Atherton  to  support  the  plea ;  and  he  endeavored  to  distinguish  the 
case  from  that  of  &uiw  v.  York  and  North  Midland  Railway  Compor 
ny.    But 

The  Court  were  most  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  objection  to  the 
plea  was  good,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


Burton  v.  White  and  another. 

April  26,  1852. 

Devise  —  Estate  —  Local  Description  —  Fee  Simple. 

A  testator  by  his  will  (made  before  the  passing  of  the  7  WUl.  4,  &  1  Vict  c.  26),  derised  as 
follows : — ^  I  giro  and  bequeathe  to  mj  son  J.  W.  all  that  fann  or  estate  I  bought  of  Mr. 
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B.y  of  LopdOD,  coiit&uutig  aboot  twenty  acres,  situate  at  the  Qointon,  in  the  parish  of  H^ 
in  the  county  of  S^  and  in  the  o^ci^pation  of  mysetfj  my  son  G.  W^  and  W.  J.:" — 

ffeldi  tihat  .the  son  took  an  estate  in  fc^^simple  iii  the  property. 

.  Tin^  was  a  special  case,  directed  by  a  decree  of  Vice-Chancellor 
Knight  Bruce,  made  in  a  suit  id  which  William  Burton  was  plaintifi^ 
and  John  White  and  Sally  Powers  were  defendant?,  for  the  opinion 
of  tbifr  court  ^pon  the  following  devise,  .contained  in  the  will  of 
Aaron  -White,  dated  the  17th  day  df  July,.  1820.  . . 

The  testatOTj  by  his  said  will,  which  was  duly  executed  as  by  law- 
was  then  required  for  the  devise  qf  freehold  estates  (amongst  other 
things),  devised  as  follows  :^-^"  1  give  and  bequeathe  to  my  son;  John 
White,  all  that  farm  or  estate  I  bought  of  Mr.  Bradley,  of  London, 
containing  about  20  acres,  situate  at  the  Quinton,  in  the  parish  of 
Hales  Owen,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  and  in  the  occupation  of  myself, 
my  son  George  White,  William  Read,  Benjamin  Yates,  and  William 
Jones." 

The  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
was  seised  in  fee-simple  in  possession  of  the  property  mentioned  in 
the  above  devise,  the  fee*simple  of  which  he  had  purchased  of  the 
said  Mr.  Bradley,  and  he  continued  seised  thereof  to  the  time  of  bis 
death  (which  took  place  on  the  23d  of  May,  1822),  without  having 
altered  or  revoked  his  said  will, 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  what  estate  the 
said  John  White  took  in  the  property  jri  the  said  will  of  the  said  tes- 
tator, described  as  &c;  .  '.'*•.' 

•  *  * 

Phipson  for- the  plaintiff.  It  id  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  devise  in  question  doe^  not  operate  to  pass  a  fee  in  the 
property  therein  mentioned  ;  but  that  John  W}lite  took  an  estate  for 
life  only.  The  word  "estate,^'  which  is  to  be  fouiid  in  this  clause, 
has  reference  merely  to  the  local  description  of- the  property.  The 
words  used  ajremot  "  all  my  estate,"  but  "^U  that  fatni  or  estate." 

[Parke,  B.  It  niealis  all  that  estate .whioh  b.edanie  mine  by  pur- 
chase. .1  think  you  will  haVe  sortie  diffecUlty. in  distinguishing  this 
case  from  that  of;  GarUnery*  Hardinffy^  Mbore,565,  where  the  words 
of  the  wilLw6re,;".  I -bequeathe  to  nay  brother  my  freehold  estate,  con- 
sisting of  thirty.'acres  Qf  lat)d,^'more  or  less,  with  the  dwelling-house, 
.  and  all  erections  on  the.  said  farm,  situate  at  S.,  in  the  county  of  M., 
now  in  the  occupation  of  J.  G. ; "  and,  although  the  words  there  were 
■  skongl^  descriptive  of  the  corptts  of  the  property,  still  they  were  held 
to  passman  estate  in  fee-simple. 

Martin,  B.  We  lately  had  a  similar  case  in  this  court,  of  Doe  d. 
PoUow  v.  Frickerj  6  Exch.  510 ;  s.  c.  5  Eng.  Rep.  443,  in  which  a  like 
decision  was  come  to.] 

The  case  first  referred  to  may  be  distinguishable,  on  the  ground 
that  the  word  "  mv  "  is  there  used  instead  of  "  that"  If  the  words 
here  had  been  "  all  that  estate  "  I  bought  of  Mr.  B.,  it  may  be  con- 
ceded they  would  have  passed  the  fee.  Bailis  v.  GcUe^  2  Ves.  sen.  48. 
But  the  word  estate  is  clearly  used  as  synonymous  with  "  farm," 
which  is  not  intended  to  describe  the  interest  of  the  testator,  but 
merely  the  locality  of  the  property. 
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[Parke,  B.,  referred  to  Roe  d.  Child  v.  Wright,  7  East,  259.] 

In  Doe  d.  Clarke  v.  Clarke^  1  Cr.  &  M.  39,  the  word  "  property  " 

was  held  not  to  have  such  an  effect     Doe  d,  Norris  v.  Tucker^  3  B. 

&  Ad.  473,  is  in  the  plaintiff's  favor,  and  Doe  d.  Lean  v.  Lean,  1  Q. 

B.  229,  very  strongly  so.     And  in  Doe  d.  Burton  v.  WhitCy  1  Exch. 

526,  it  was  held  that  the  word  "  estate  "  did  not  necessarily  pass  the 

fee. 

Karslake  appeared  for  the  defendant  White,  and  Hayes  ioi  the 
other  defendant,  but  they  were  not  cidled  upon  by  the  Court. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  John  White  took 
an  interest  in  fee-simple  in  the  property  mentioned  in  this  clause  of 
the  will.  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  an  elaborate  judgment.  Although 
this  will  was  made  before  the  passing  of  the  Wills  Act,  7  Will.  4  & 
1  Vict  c.  26,  I  am  not  by  any  means  disposed  for  that  reason  to  put 
a  different  construction  upon  the  words  here  used.  The  word  "  estate  " 
has  so  far  a  technical  meaning  as  to  pass  the  fee,  and  the  court  will 
give  it  that  effect  if  they  are  of  opinion  that  such  was  the  testator's 
intention.  And  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  word  "  estate  "  was 
so  used  here  by  the  testator.  I  agree  with  an  observation  which  fell 
from  my  Brother  Martin  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  although 
it  may  be  difficult  to  reconcile  all  the  cases  upon  this  point,  there  is 
no  necessity  to  do  so  here.  I  am  glad  that  I  am  not  unable  to  give 
an  opinion  which  is  agreeable  to  the  intention  of  the  testator.  I 
therefore  think  that  we  ought  to  certify  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  that 
the  party  in  question  took  the  fee-simple. 

Parke,  B.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  verv  desirable  that 
effect,  if  possible,  should  be  given  to  every  word  which  a  testator  has 
used.  Now  the  word  '^  estate  "  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  whole  inte- 
rest a  testator  has  in  the  subject-matter,  unless  it  be  controlled  by 
other  words  in  the  will,  so  as  to  require  it  to  be  considered  as  merely 
descriptive  of  the  corpus  of  the  property  disposed  of  by  the  will.  In 
Gardner  v.  Harding,  3  Moore,  565,  the  words  of  the  will  were  held 
to  pass  an  estate  in  fee-simple  ;  and  that  case  is  hardly  distinguisha- 
ble from  this,  only  that  here  the  word  "  farm  "  is  introduced  in  con- 
junction with  the  word  "  estate."  So  in  Roe  d.  Child  v.  Wright,  7 
East,  259,  the  words  '<  all  my  estate,  lands,  &C.,  known  and  called  by 
the  name  of  the  Coal  Yard,  in  the  parish  of  St  Giles,  London," 
carried  the  fee,  there  being  no  other  words  which  restrained  them,  so 
as  to  require  the  term  *^^  estete "  to  be  construed  as  descriptive  of 
locality  only.  The  mere  position  of  the  words,  without  anything 
else,  makes  no  difference.  I  do  not  think  it  possible  to  distinguish 
this  case  from  those  where  the  word  "  my  "  is  to  be  found.  The  lan- 
guage here  is  equivalent  to  that.  The  courts  are  not  in  the  habit  of 
neglecting,  if  possible,  to  give  full  effect  to  any  word  used,  and  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  the  testator  here  intended  to  pass  his  whole 
interest  in  this  land. 
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Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Martin,  B.  I  am  also  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  it  is  not 
necessary  to  refer  to  the  cases  upon  this  subject,  as  it  is  perfectly 
clear  that  the  testator  intended  to  give  all  his  interest  in  this  property 
to  John  White.     Therefore  the  fee  passes  under  this  will. 

Certificate  accordingly. 


Ward  v.  Broomhead  and  another.^ 

May  8,  1859. 

Judgment — Execution — Discharge  of  Judgment  Debtor  —  Action  (» 

Judgment — Entry  of  Satisfaction  on  Roll. 

The  plaintiff  having  recovered  judgment  in  an  action  against  two  defendants,  issoed  tvo  m- 
current  writs  of  ca.  aa.  thereon,  and  the  defendants  were  taken  in  execution,  bat  were  ^^ 
charged  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  upon  their  making  an  arrangement  for  the  pajni«<  ^ 
the  debt.    The  pUintiff  afterwards  issued  a  writ  offi.fa.  for  the  balance  of  the  oripial 
debt,  and  the  goods  of  one  of  the  defendants  were  seized ;  bat,  upon  payment  of  a  cotus 
sum  under  protest,  the  goods  were  released.    A  rule  nisi  was'afterwams  obtained  hjvit 
defendant  to  procure  a  return  of  this  money,  on  the  ground  that  the  original  debt  v« 
barred  by  the  defendants*  dischai^ge  out  of  cnstody,  as  having  been  made  either  by  the 
authority  of,  or  as  having  been  ratified  by  the  plaintiff.    The  Court  referred  the  m*^^" 
the  Master  to  report  thereon  to  the  Court ;  and  ho  found  that  the  dischaige  of  the  ^^^?^^ 
had  been  ratified  by  the  plaintiff:  and  therefore,  the  Court  made  the  rule  to  set  a*idetM 
execution  absolute.    The  plaintiff  then  brought  an  action  upon  the  original  j"^^^*"": 
The  Court,  under  the  preceding  circumstances,  refused  to  order  satisfaction  to  oe  enttfw 
up  on  the  judgment-roll  in  the  action. 

This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  satis- 
faction should  not  be  entered  on  the  judgment-roll  in  this  action,  and 
the  signature  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  satisfaction-piece  dispensed  witfi. 
It  appeared  by  the  affidavits,  that  the  plaintiff,  having  obtained  jodg- 
ment  against  the  defendants  in  1844,  issued  two  concurrent  writs  oi 
ea.  sa.  against  them,  under  which  both  defendants  were  taicen  in  exe- 
cution, and  that  they  were  subsequently  discharged  by  the  pJain^/w  s 
attorney,  on  their  making  arrangements  for  the  payment  of  a  portio 
of  the  debt     In  October,  1851,  the  goods  of  the  defendant,  J.  B^^^" 
head,  were  seized  under  a  writ  of  ft.  fa.  at  thp  suit  of  the  P'a*"*^"' l^ 
the  balance  of  the  original  debt;  and  112/.  having  been  P^^^^l^^ 
defendants  under  protest,  the  goods  were  released.     A  rule  was  ai  j 
wards  obtained,  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  the  exec  " 
tion  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  the  112/.  repaid  to  the  defen^^^^ 
on  the  ground  that  the  debt  was  barred  by  reason  of  the  ^^^r^^ 
of  the  defendants  out  of  custody,  in  1844,  having  taken  place  b/ 
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authority  or  with  the  ratification  of  the  plaintiff.  On  the  case  coming 
on  for  argument,  it  was  ordered  by  the  court  that  the  said  sum  of 
113/.  should  be  paid  into  court,  to  abide  tlie  further  order  of  the  court ; 
and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  rule,  it  was  ordered  that  the  same  should 
be  referred  to  the  Master  to  consider,  and  report  his  opinion  thereon 
to  the  court,  with  liberty  to  receive  further  evidence,  to  examine  wit- 
nesses, &c.  The  Master  reported  that  the  plaintiff,  subsequently  to 
the  said  discharges,  had  ratined  and  confirmed  the  same ;  whereupon 
the  rule  for  setting  aside  the  execution,  and  repaying  the  112/.  to  the 
defendants,  was  made  absolute.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  brought  an 
action  on  the  judgment,  and  having  refused  to  sign  the  satisfaction- 
piece,  when  requested  by  the  defendants  so  to  do,  the  present  rule  was 
obtained ;  against  which 

hash  and  Quain  showed  cause.  The  defendants  are  not  entitled 
to  enter  satisfaction  on  the  roll  in  this  case,  where  no  satisfaction  has 
been  in  fact  given.  If  the  defendants  wish  to  rely  upon  the  fact  that  they 
were  discharged  out  of  custody  by  the  authority  of  the  plaintiff,  they 
may  plead  that  defence  as  an  answer  to  the  action  upon  the  judgment. 
Vig'ers  v.  Aldrichj  4  Burr.  2482.  If  these  defendants  were  to  bring 
an  action  of  trespass  against  the  present  plaintiff,  and  wer^to  reco- 
ver damages  against  him  to  a  less  amount  than  for  that  of  the  judg- 
ment, the  plaintiff  would  be  allowed  to  enter  satisfaction  upon  the 
judgment-roll.  Simpson  v.  Hanley^  1  M.  &&  Selw.  696.  The  matter 
of  fact,  whether  the  discharge  of  the  defendants  wa^  effected  by  the 
authority  of  the  plaintiff,  is  a  proper  question .  for  a  jury.  The  par- 
ties are  not  concluded  by  the  Master's  report.  The  court  then  called 
upon. 

Cleasby^  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  matter  was  referred  to  the 
Master,  and  he  has  specifically  found  that  the  plaintiff  did  ratify  that 
act.  That  step  was  immaterial,  if  this  question  is  allowed  to  go  be- 
fore a  jury.     Blanchard  v.  Cawthome,  4  Sim.  566. 

[Parke,  B.  I  am  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  facts  of  this  case 
to  feel  assured  that  the  question,  whether  the  plaintiff  ever  ratified 
that  act,  is  a  very  nice  one.  He  is  not  bound  unless  that  was  so,  and 
he  is  not  precluded  from  trying  that  question.] 

Per  Chiriam.^ 

Ride  discharged. 


1  Parke,  B.,  Aldkrsok,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Martin,  B. 
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The  Guardians   op    the    Poor   op    the    RoBiPORD   Union  r.  The 

British  Guarantee  Association.^ 

Trinity  Term,  1852. 

Covenant  —  Surety  of  Fidelity  of  Collector    of  JPdor  Rate  —  Cer- 
tificate of  Loss  —  Pteadinff  —  Damage. 

A  declaration  stated,  tfiai,  by  a  deed  between  B.  of  the  fust  part,  the  defendants  of  the  seooad 
part,  and  the  pkdntiff  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  that  B.  iiad  been  appointed  collector 
of  poor  rate  for  the  parish  of  D.,  and  liiat  he  had  been  required  to  find  secoritj  for  the 
faithful  dischai^e  or  his  duties,  and  that  the  defendants  had  consented  to  nve  sach  secu- 
rity, the  defendants  as  surety  did  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  that  B.  should  at  all  tinier. 
whilst  he  continued  in  his  said  office,  faithfnllv  account  for  all  sums  which  he  sboald  re- 
ccire :   And  the  defendants  further  covenanted,  "  that  a  certificate  under  the  hand  of  ibe 
auditor  of  the  district,  stating  the  amount  of  loss,  should  be  coDclosiTe  evidence  agaiost  tbe 
defendants  of  the  truth  of  uie  certificate,  and  that  the  policy  had  become  forfeited  therrbT 
to  the  amount  of  the  loss  stated  in  such  certificate,  and  should  form  a  valid  and  bindiii^ 
charge  and  claim  against  the  defendants,  without  any  fhrther  or  other  proof  being  pivfo  br 
the  plaintiffs  in  any  action  of  the  amount  of  such  loss ;  or  that  the  same  had  been  occt- 
sioned  through  the  default  of  B.    The  declaration  then  averred, ''  that,  after  the  makio? 
of  the  dee^  S.  received  divers  moneys  which,  he  did  not  account  for,  and  that  tl»c  aadtfjur 
certified  mx  a  loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the  plaintifis  by  means  of  the  piemisc*  to  we 
amount  of  800/^  and  alleged,  as  a  breach,  the  non-payment  of  that  sum  bv  the  plaintifis 
Plea  to  tlie  declaration,  so  far  as  related  to  the  auditor  having  certified,  that  for  thirteeii 
years  before  the  making  of  the  deed,  B.  was  collector,  and  during  that  time  had  no* 
accounted  for  divers  sums  which  he  received,  and  by  reason  thereof  was,  at  the  time  w 
making  the  deed,  in^arrear ;  and  that  the  loss  so  certified  was  the  amount  of  loss  occasioned 
as  well  by  such  arrears  as  by  the  non-accounting  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  mtnoitf 
this,  Uiat  the  auditor  certified  that  a  loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the  plaintifis  by  meAos  ot 
the  premises  in  the  declaration  mentioned  to  the  amount  of  800/. :  — 

Hdd^  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  being  a  plea  to  the  damage  only 

Covenant.     The  declaration  stated  that,  by  a  deed  made  between 
W.  Beadle  of  the  first  part,  the  defendants  of  the  second  part,  and 
the  plaintiffs  of  the  third  part,  (profert) ;  after  reciting  that  W.  Beadie 
had  been  appointed  to  the  office  of  collector  of  poor-rates  for  we 
parishes  of  Barking  and  Dagenham,  and  .that  he  had  been  required 
to  find  security  for  the  due  and  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties  while 
he  should  be  employed  in  the  said  office;  and  that  the  defendants, at 
his  request,  had  consented  to  give  such  security  upon  the  terms  an 
subject  to  the  provisos  and  conditions  therein  ^contained ;  the  deien  • 
ants,  as  surety  for  W.  Beadle,  did  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  «w^ 
W.  Beadle  should  and  would,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  time» 
thereafter,  whilst  he  continued  in  his  said  office  of  collector  of  ^oo 
rates,  duly  and  faithfully  discharge  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  in 
particular   should   and  would   faithfully,  honestly,  and  punctuaii) 
account  to  the  plaintiffs  for  all  and  every  sum  and  sums  of  mo"  ^ 
bank-notes,  &c.,  which  he,  whilst  acting  in  his  said  office,  should  iron 
time  to  time  receive.    And  the  defendants  further  thereby  covenan 
with  the  plaintiffs  that  a  certificate,  under  the  hand  of  the  auditor 
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the  district  within  the  said  union,  stating  the  amount  of  any  loss  occa- 
sioned by  the  acts  or  default  of  any  payment  or  duty  by  W.  Beadle, 
while  in  his  said  office,  ehould  be  sufficient  and  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  said  association  of  the  truth  of  the  certificate,  and  that 
the  policy  had  become  forfeited  thereby  to  the  amount  of  the  loss, 
stated  in  such  certificate,  and  should  form  a  valid  and  binding  charge 
and  claim  against  the  association,  without  any  further  or  other  proof 
being  given  by  the  plaintiffs  in  any  action  to  enforce  the  policy 
against  the  defendants  of  the  amount  of  such  damage  or  loss,  or 
that  the  same  had  been  sustained,  incurred,  or  occasioned  by  and 
through  the  acts  or  act  or  default  of  W.  Beadle.  Averments,  that, 
after  the  making  of  the  deed,  and  whilst  W.  Beadle  continued  in  his 
said  office  of  collector,  he  did  not  faithfully,  &c.,  account  to  the  plain- 
tiffs for  divers  sums  of  money,  amounting  to  2,000/.,  which  he,  whilst 
acting  in  his  said  office,  and  after  the  making  of  the  said  deed,  did, 
from  time  to  time,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  receive  for  poor-rates  of  the 
said  parishes ;  and  although  a  reasonable  time  for  W.  Beadle  to 
account  for  the  said  money  had  elapsed,  and  he  was 'requested  so  to 
do,  yet  he  had  not  accounted  for  the  said  sums,  but  had  converted  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  of  which  the  defendants  had  notice,  and  were 
requested  to  pay  the  loss  to  the  extent  of  800/. ;  and  E.  Banks,  the 
auditor  for  the  said  district,  afterwards  certified  under  his  hand  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  defendants,  that  a  loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the 
plaintiffs  by  means  of  the  premises,  to  the  amount  of  800/.,  of  which 
the  defendants  had  notice.  Breach,  non-payment  of  the  said  sum 
of  800/. 

Plea  to  the  declaration,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  E.  Banks  having  cer- 
tified, that,  for  and  during  divers,  to  wit,  thirteen  years  next  before 
the  making  of  the  deed  and  policy,  W.  Beadle  had  been  and  was 
collector  of  poor  rates  for  Barking  and  Dagenham  aforesaid,  having 
been  duly  appointed  to  the  office  of  collector,  and  having,  during  all 
that  time  and  until  the  making  of  the  deed  or  policy,  continued  in 
the  office,  and  during  the  said  time  W.  Beadle  had  not,  according  to 
bis  duty  in  that  behalf,  accounted  for  or  paid  divers  moneys,  to  wit, 
the  amount  of  800/.,  which  he  had  received  during  the  time  aforesaid 
by  virtue  of  his  office,  and  was,  by  reason  thereof,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  deed  of  policy,  in  default  and  arrear  in 
respect  of  the  moneys  so  received  by  him,  to  wit,  800/.  That  the 
amount  of  the  loss  which  E.  Banks  so  certified  was  the  amount  of 
loss  occasioned  as  well  by  and  in  respect  of  such  default  and  arrears, 
as  by  and  in  respect  of  such  non-accounting  by  W.  Beadle,  as  in  the 
declaration  mentioned ;  without  this,  that  E.  Banks  certified  that  a 
loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the  plaintiffs  by  means  of  the  premises 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  to  the  amount  of  800/.,  nwdo  etformd. 
Concluding  to  the  country. 

Special  demurrer,  assigning  for  cause  (amongst  others),  that  the 
plea  was  pleaded  to  damages  and  not  to  cause  of  action.  Joinder 
in  demurrer. 

voii.  XIV.  43 
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Willes  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer ;  but  the  court  called  on 


(y Mallet/  (Whitmore  with  him)  to  support  the  plea.  The  pi 
aflfords  a  good  defence  to  so  much  of  the  declaration  as  it  professes 
to  answer.  The  plaintiffs'  cause  of  action  is  founded  on  the  auditor's 
certificate  that  there  was  a  loss  of  800/.,  for  which  the  defendants 
were  responsible.  But  the  inducement  of  the  plea  shows  that  part 
of  the  loss  so  certified  arose  from  the  default  of  the  collector  before 
the  policy  was  granted,  and  for  which,  therefore,  the  defendants  are 
not  responsible.  That  amounts  to  an  argumentative  denial  that  the 
auditor  certified  a  loss  to  the  extent  of  800/.  by  means  of  the  premi- 
ses mentioned  in  the  decku'ation,  and  so  the  plea  properly  concludes 
with  a  special  traverse  to  that  effect 

[Alderson,  B.  The  auditor's  certificate  is  only  evidence  of  the 
amount  of  damage. 

Platt,  B.  Would  the  declaration  have  been  good  if  it  had  stated 
that  the  defendants  were  indebted  by  reason  of  the  certificate,  with- 
out showing  arty  default  on  the  part  of  the  collector  ?] 

The  plaintiffs  have  treated  this  as  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  Utte 
defendants  to  pay  whatever  damage  the  auditor  shall  find  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  sustained ;  then,  in  order  to  show  that  they  rely  on  the 
certificate,  and  having  thus  rendered  it  material,  the  defendants  are 
entitled  to  traverse  it. 

[Alderson,  B.  They  can  only  traverse  the  fact  of  the  making  of 
the  certificate.  This  plea  attempts  to  put  in  issue  the  amount  of  loss 
which  the  defendants  have  agreed  shall  be  proved  by  the  certificate.] 

Upon  the  face  of  the  declaration,  it  appears  that  there  was  a  valid 
certificate  to  the  extent  of  800/. ;  the  plea  shows  that  there  was  not 
Unless  this  statement  be  traversed,  the  plaintiffs,  at  the  trial,  might 
claim  a  verdict  for  800/.,  without  offering  any  evidence  of  the  amount 
of  loss,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  admitted  on  the  record. 

[Alderson,  B.  If  the  statement  were  struck  out  of  the  declaration, 
it  would  nevertheless  be  good.] 

Upon  the  suggestion  of  the  court,  O'MaUey  elected  to  amend,  by 
withdrawing  the  plea. 

Amendment  accordingly* 


Dob  d*  Benson  v.  Frost.^ 

May  81,  1861. 

Landlord  and  Tenant  —  Tenant  at  Will 

* 

A  landlord  has  a  right  to  distrain  upon  his  tenant  at  will 

After  the  tenant  at  will  entered  into  possession  there  was  an  agreement  for  a  lease  of  the 

^  17  Law  Timea  Bep.  145. 
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premises,  but  no  lease  was  ever  prepared ;  on  the  back  of  the  draft  there  was  an  indorse- 
ment made  and  signed  between  the  parties ;  rent  had  been  paid,  and  a  receipt  given  for  a 
quarter's  rent,  and  a  distress  also  had  been  put  in  by  the  landlord  upon  the  tenant :  — 

Heldf  not  sufficient  to  alter  the  original  tenancy  at  will  into  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  to  recover  possession  of  a  house 
in  Russell  Square,  and^was  tried  before  Martin,  B.,  in  Middlesex,  on 
the  16th  of  May,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff 

James,  Q.  C,  moved  to  set  that  verdict  aside,  and  the  question  to 
be  raised  was,  whether  the  tenancy,  alleged  to  be  subsisting  between 
the  parties  was  a  tenancy  at  will  only,  or  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year, 
so  that  if  it  should  be  the  latter,  the  defendant  would  have  been  enti- 
tled to  a  proper  notice  to  quit  in  the  usual  way.  There  had  been  an 
agreement  made  for  a  lease  of  the  premises,  but  no  lease  was  ever 
prepared.  The  defendant  was  in  possession  of  the  premises  from  the 
year  1848  until  1850,  when  this  ejectment  was  brought ;  a  draft  lease 
was  prepared  but  not  signed,  and  on  the  back  of  this  draft  lease  was 
an  indorsement  made  cont£ning  terms,  and  subsequently  signed. 
In  March,  1850,  Benson  required  security  for  the  rent,  and  asked  for 
a  deposit  of  title  deeds ;  this  had  been  given,  and  40/.  paid  for  a 
quarter's  rent,  as  due  to  the  month  of  December  pievidus ;  the  de- 
fendant was  originally  a  tenant  at  will,  no  doubt,  but  the  question  is, 
whether  these  facts,  subsequently  occurring,  are  not  evidence  for  the 
jury  to  draw  an  inference  that  there  was  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year 
created.  The  landlord,  too,  had  put  in  a  distress,  in  December,  1850, 
for  rent,  and  there  appears  to  be  no  authority  to  show  that  a  tenant 
at  will  merely,  can  be  distrained  upon,  as  such,  by  his  landlord. 

[Martin,  B,  Surely  there  must  be.  He  referred  to  Coke,  Litt 
sec.  69,  title,  "  Tenant  at  Will,"  where  it  says,  "  If  a  woman  make 
a  lease  at  will,  reserving  a  rent,  and  she  taketh  husband,  this  is  no 
countermand  of  the  lease  at  will,  but  the  husband  and  wife  shall  have 
an  action  of  debt  for  the  rent ;  and  so  it  is  if  a  lease  be  made  to  a 
woman  at  will,  reserving  a  rent,  and  the  lessee  taketh  husband,  this 
is  no  countermand  of  the  lease,  but  the  lessor  may  have  an  action  of 
debt,  or  distrain  them  for  the  rent"  In  Hargrave  and  Butler's  note 
to  that  sec.  it  says,  '<Also,  in  1  Sid.  339,  it  is  said  to  have  been  agreed 
by  the  court  that  if  land  be  leased  at  will,  and  the  rent  is  reserved 
half  yearly  or  quarterly,  the  lessee  cannot  determine  his  will  two  or 
three  days  before  the  rent  day,  because  that  would  be  a  fraudulent 
determination."] 

Pollock,  C.  B.  There  will  be  no  rule  in  this  case ;  the  defendant 
was  originally  a  mere  tenant  at  will,  and  so  continued ;  none  of  the 
circumstances  mentioned  by  Mr.  James,  as  having  subsequently 
taken  place,  appear  to  me  to  have  altered  that,  so  as  to  convert  the 
terms  of  holding  into  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year. 

Alderson,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion  ;  there  is  nothing  done 
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afterwards  inconsistent nvith  the  original  agreement  of  a  tenancy  at 
will. 

Platt,  and  Martin,  B.  B.,  concurred. 

•  Ride  refused. 


Newbold  and  another  v.  The    East  Lancashire   Railway  Pom- 

PANY.^ 
January  30, 1852. 

Award —  Setting  it  Aside. 

Agreement  that  arbitrator  should  award  a  money  compensation  for  Ae  damage,  or  instead 
thereof  actual  repairs  of  the  damage  done. 

Atherton,  Q.  C.  and  X  Henderson^  had  obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside 
the  award  made  herein,  on  the  ground  that  the  arbitrator  bad  misled 
(accidentally)  the  parties. 

Bramwell  and  Gray^  contra. 

The  facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

May  1.  Pollock,  C.  B.,  delivered  judgment  This  was  a  motion 
as  to  setting  aside  an  award.  The  affidavits  were  of  some  length, 
but  when  the  answer  comes  to  be  considered  with  reference  to  the 
objections  taken,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged, 
and  of  course  with  costs. 

The  motion  was  founded  upon  this  suggestion,  no  doubt  to  some 
extent  supported  by  the  affidavits  that  were  used  by  Mr.  Athertoo, 
when  he  moved  the  rule.  The  ground  of  the  application  was  this, 
that  there  being  a  question  between  Newbold  and  the  railway 
company  in  respect  of  some  damages,  it  was  referred  to  an  arbitra- 
tor to  decide  all  matters  in  difference  between  them,  and  Mr.  Fisher 
was  the  arbitrator  who  was  so  selected.  It  was  said  that  it  was 
a  question  for  him  to  decide,  whether  he  would  award  that  the  rail- 
way company  should  do  the  work,  and  make  the  repEirations  that 
were  necessary  to  restore  things  to  the  condition  in  which  they  were 
before  the  damage  was  done,  or  whether  he  was  to  award  a  sum  of 
money  in  gross  instead  of  them.  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of 
Mr.  Atherton,  that  he  had  misled  the  parties,  not  perhaps  other\^dse 
than  accidentally,  or  not  wantonly  or  Jfraudulently,  but  it  was  sug- 
gested that  he  had  led  them  to  expect  that  he  would  award  the 

1 19  Law  Times  Rep.  123. 
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damage  to  be  repaired,  and  that  he  would  not  award  the  amount  of 
damage  in  money ;  that  in  consequence  of  that,  they  abstained  from 
giving  a  great  deal  of  evidence  that  they  otherwise  would  have  given, 
and  which,  had  it  been  given,  would  have  materially  affected  the  re- 
sult, and  that  they  left  in  the  expectation  that  he  would  merely  award 
such  and  such  repairs  to  be  done,  and  that  that  would  be  the  mode 
in  which  he  would  put  an  end  to  their  differences.  When  Mr.  Bram- 
wcU  came  to  show  cause  against  the  rule,  he  produced  the  affidavit 
of  one  of  the  parties,  Mr.  Newbold,  the  partner,  I  think,  of  the  attor- 
ney, and  of  the  arbitrator  himself;  and  from  that  it  appears  that 
originally  —  it  being  suggested  that  the  award  should  be  in  the  shape 
of  a  money  compensation,  or  by  actual  repairs  —  that  that  was 
objected  to  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  actually  struck  out  of 
the  original  draft  The  passage  in  the  affidavit  of  James  Park,  who 
is  the  partner  of  Mr.  Newbold,  the  plaintiff,  is  this  :  he  says  that  the 
draft  agreement  of  reference  was  prepared* to  give  to  the  plaintiff 
compensation  for  putting  and  continuing  the  plaintiff's  mill,  build- 
ings, and  premised  in  good  and  substantial  repair,  and  the  attorneys 
for  the  company  struck  the  clause  out  of  the  draft  agreement,  and 
wrote  in  the  margin  thereof  the  following  words  — "  The  company, 
are  not  to  do  any  more  work ;  the  ipatter  is  to  involve  a  money  ques- 
tion only ;  it  is  understood  that  the  company  are  to  do  nothing  to 
the  premises."  That  is  put  with  their  signature.  Subsequently,  it 
appears  that  Mr.  Martin  Fisher,  the  arbitrator,  suggested  that  no 
evidence  should  be  given  upon  the  actual  subject,  either  of  the  re-  * 
pairs  or  of  the  expenses ;  that  he  was  able  to  judge  for  himself,  and 
power  should  be  given  to  him  by  the  plaintiffs  and  defendant  to 
order  the  repairs  to  be  done  as  he  might  think  proper  on  personal 
inspection,  and  the  suggestion  was  absolutely  refused  and  declined 
by  the  said  John  Grundy,  in  the  first  instance,  but  was  acceded  to 
ultimately  on  the  part  of  their  clients,  with  this  addition,  that  as  he 
(Grundy)  contended  the  repairs  done  were  sufficient,  the  power  was 
to  be  given  to  the  arbitrator  to  order  further  repairs  to  be  done,  or 
that  he  was  to  give  the  money  payment.  And  upon  going  over 
the  whole  of  the  affidavits,  especially  the  affidavit  of  the  arbitrator, 
it  appears  to  be  perfectly  clear  that  it  was  left  to  the  arbitrator  to 
award  either  the  one  or  the  other,  —  that  nobody  was,  or  ought  to 
have  been  at  least,  deceived  by  any  such  arrangement ;  that  the  re- 
sult of  the  whole  matter  is,  that  the  company  may  be  extremely  dis- 
satisfied with  the  award,  but  that  is  properly  a  question  of  merits, 
upon  which  ground  we  cannot  set  it  aside.  It  appears  to  us,  there- 
fore, that  the  objection  taken  by  Mr.  Atherton,  when  he  moved  for 
the  rule  and  apparently  substantiated  by  his  affidavits,  are  completely 
removed  and  answered  by  the  affidavit  on  the  other  side.  We  are, 
therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged  with  costs. 

Rule  discharged. 
43*  1 
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Stevbnson  v.  Dickenson.^ 

April  22  and  May  1, 1852. 

Bill  of  ^le  —  Possession  —  Seizure  under  /L  fa. —  Chrowing  Crops. 

A  father,  in  expectation  that  a  jadgment  would  be  recovered  against  him,  tranaferred  his 
farm  to  his  son: — 

Held,  that  if  the  jary  foand  that  the  transfer  was  really  made,  the  growing  crops  belonged  to 
the  son. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  This  was  a  rule  moved  for  by  my  brother  Wil- . 
kins,  in  a  cause  tried  before  Alderson,  B.  The  point  left  by  llie 
learned  judge  to  the  jury  was  this,  that  if  they  believed  the  transao- 
tion  to  be  true,  then  he  tnought  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  a 
quantity  of  hay  that  had  been  seized,  which  had  grown  upon  the 
premises.  Now,  the  circumstances  were  these  :  an  action  had  been 
brought  against  the  father,  and  he,  expecting  that  there  would  be 
damages  recovered  against  him,  and  that  there  would  be  judgment, 
no  doubt  purposely  transferred  the  property  to  his  son;  with  the 
assent  of  the  landlord,  the  son  took  possession,  manured  the  farm, 
labored  it,  and  at  length  reaped  or  mowed  a  crop  of  hay,  and  that 
was  the  hay  that  was  seized,  and  it  was  contended  that  it  might  be 
seized  because  the  farm  continued  to  be  the  property  of  the  father, — 
that  is  not  so ;  in  point  of  fact  the  transfer  was  made ;  then,  the 
growing  crop  in  the  meantime,  while  the  son  vtras  in  possessiop,  and 
while  the  son  was  giving  his  labor  to  the  land  and  manuring  it,  and 
doing  that  which  would  end  in  there  being  a  crop  of  hay,  —  all  the 
fruits  of  the  land  to  that  time  belonged  to  him.  Alderson,  B.>  left 
to  the  jury  to  inquire  whether  they  believed  the  transaction  really 
was  so  ;  they  found  that  it  was,  and  the  learned  judge  said,  if  that 
was  so,  then  the  hay  was  the  property  of  the  son  and  not  of  the 
father.  We  think  that  direction  was  perfectly  right,  and  that  in  this 
case  there  ought  to  be  no  rule  granted. 

Rule  refused. 


Lysley  v.  Clarke.' 

November  18,  20,  and  22,  1851. 

Executor  de  son  tort— Tf%al  consiittUes. 

A  person  receiving  money  from  another,  who  is  an  executor  de  aon  tarty  which  he  applies 
partly  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  himself  from  tiie  deceased,  and  partly  in  payment  of 

1 19  Law  Times  Bep.  128.  2  is  Law  Times  Rep.  142. 
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ftineral  expenses,  retorning  *  smAll  balance  in  his  hands,  is  not  an  execotor  de  torn  tart; 
but  it  may  be  evidence  thereof  in  connection  with  other  facts. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note  against  the  defendant  as 
executor  de  son  tort.  Pleas,  ne  ungues  executor  and  plene  administror 
vit. 

At  the  trial  at  Guildhall,  before  Pollock,  C.  B^  a  verdict  was  re- 
turned for  the  plaintiff  for  25/.  A  rule  having  been  obtained  for  a 
new  trial, 

Hawkins  now  showed  cause.  The  only  question  was,  whether  the 
evidence  was  such  as  to  make  the  defendant  liable  as  executor  de  son 
tort  The  defendant  had  sent  in  an  account  by  which  he  showed 
that  he  had  paid  himself  out  of  certain  moneys  coming  to  his  hands. 
The  money  due  to  the  defendant  was  paid  to  him  by  the  widow  after 
the  decease  of  the  testator.  The  fact  was  that  the  debt  was  his 
father's  debt,  and  not  bis  own,  which  he  had  taken  upon  himself  to 
liquidate.  Padget  v.  Ptiest,  2  T.  R.  97,  decided  that  if  A,  the 
servant  of  B,  sell  the  goods  of  C,  an  intestate,  as  well  after  his  death 
as  before,  though  by  the  order  of  C,  and  pay  the  money  arising  there- 
from into  the  hands  of  B,  B  may  may  be  sued  as  an  executor  de  son 
forty  and  also,  that  if  a  person  has  money  belonging  to  an  intestate  in 
his  hands  at  the  time  when  an  action  is  brought  against  him  as  exe- 
cutor for  a  debt  due  from  the  intestate,  he  is  liable  as  an  executor  de 
son  tort;  and  Mountford  v.  Gibson^  4  East,  441,  was  a  case  very  like 
the  present ;  there  it  was  decided  that  a  creditor  of  an  intestate  who 
receives  goods  of  the  intestate  after  his  death  from  his  widow,  in  pay- 
ment of  his  debt,  cannot  protect  his  possession  against  an  action  of 
trover  by  the^ lawful  administrator  upon  the  ground  of  such  delivery 
having  been  made  by  one  who  had,  by  such  intermeddling,  made 
himself  executor  de  son  tort  The  payment  cannot  be  protected  if 
the  person  has  knowledge  of  the  circumstances.  Sealey  v.  Powis^  1 
Har.  &  W.  2 ;  Pmll  v.  Simpson,  9  Q.  B.  365 ;'  and  Sharland  v.  Mil- 
den,  6  Hare,  469,  were  also  referred  to. 

Bovill  (Needkam  with  him)  in  support.  At  the  trial  the  learned 
judge  had  proposed  to  leave  the  facts  to  the  jury;  we  disputed  the 
facts  stated  by  the  other  side,  and  examined  the  accounts  and  state* 
ments.  The  receipt  of  37/.  10^.  from  the  widow  for  his  own  debt, 
does  not  make  the  defenidant  executor  de  son  tort;  neither  does  the 
receipt  of  money  from  an  executor  de  son  tort  make  the  receiver  exe- 
cutor de  son  tort*  All  the  cases  cited  are  clearly  distinguishable ; 
there  is  no  direct  authority  on  either  side. 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case,  which  was  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial..  The  action 
was  against  the  defendant,  charging  him  as  executor  de  son  tort. 
There  were  two  pleas,  ne  ungues  executor  and  plene  administravit. 
At  the  trial  it  was  proposed  that  as  there  was  very  little  in  dispute, 
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the  court  should  give  their  opinio^  upon  the  first  plea,  whether  tliere 
was  enough  to  charge  the  defendant  as  executor,  and  at  that  time  the 
only  fact  upon  which  ^t  was  proposed  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  jury- 
was,  whether  a  sum  of  money,  traced  into  the  hands  of  the  defend- 
ant apparently,  was  a  debt  due  to  himself  or  a  debt  due  to  his  father. 
If  it  were  a  debt  due  to  his  father,  probably  he  was  not  at  all  respon- 
sible for  his  father  having  received  the  money;  if  it  were  a  debt  due 
to  himself,  there  were  dear  grounds,  if  he  was  executor,  to  charge 
him  to  that  amount,  as  that  would  have  made  him  liable  to  the  full 
extent.     Mr.  Bovill,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  proposed  that  that 
course  should  be  taken.     Mr.  Hawkins  refused  to  take  that  comse, 
and  would  not  give  the  court  power  to  say  how  the  verdict  should  be 
entered  with  reference  to  the  first  plea.     It  may,  perhaps,  not  be  per- 
fectly clear  what  course  the  court  would  have  taken  if  that  arrange- 
ment had  been  made  between  the  counsel ;  but  I  think  the  probability 
is,  that  the  court  would  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was 
abundance  of  evidence  by  which  the  jury  might  be  directed  to  find, 
and  ought  to  have  found,  that  the  defendant  was  executor  de  sou 
tort.   But  that  evidence  required  to  be  distinctly  stated,  considered, 
weighed,  and  decided  upon ;  and,  although  it  may  be  very  clear  that 
the  court  would  have  come  to  that  conclusion,  if  the  matter  had  been 
so  left  to  them  (if  they  had  had  the  power  of  acting  as  a  jury),  that  not 
having  been  acceded  to,  it  seems  to  us  to  be  impossible  to  take  it  for 
granted  that  the  case  is  now  in  the  same  position  in  which  it  would 
have  stood  if  Mr.  Hawkins  had  agreed  to  that  proposal ;  and  it  ap- 
pears to  all  of  us  —  I  must  say  it  appears  to  me,  presiding  at  the 
case  — just  as  much  as  it  does  to  my  learned  brethren,  that  the  real 
points  were  not  sufficiently  put  before  the  jury  (one  must  lament  any 
miscarriage  of  justice  which  leads  to  a  new  trial,  particularly  when 
one  sees  that  the  result,  probably,  will  be  precisely  the 'same  on  the 
second  trial.     As  it  is,  both  parties  having  agreed  at  one  period,  and 
while  the  summing  up.  was  going  on,  that  the  court  should  consider 
it,  my  attention  was  rather  distracted  from  that  point,  and  was  direct- 
ed chiefly  to  the  question  of  plene  administravit ;  and  I  must  admit 
that  the  question,  whether  the  defendant  was  really  executor  de  son 
torty  or  not,  was  not  put  to  the  jury  with  the  distinctness  and  with 
the  caution,  and  with  the  fulness  with  which  it  ought  to  have  been, 
if  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine.     On  these  grounds,  it  appears  to 
me,  and  to  the  whole  of  the  court,  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

Parke,  B.  ¥pon  the  bare  facts,  there  certainly  is  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury  of  a  connection  between  the  widow  and  the  defendant, 
which  might  lead  them  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  from  the  first 
they  had  agreed  to  make  a  division  of  the  property  of  the  intestate 
among  themselves.  Very  likely  they  were  acting  one  with  the  other; 
but  assuming  that  to  be  not  the  case  (which  was  a  question  for  the 
jury),  the  simple  point  we  had  to  decide  was,  whether  the  fact  of  the 
defendant  receiving  the  money  from  a  person  who  is  ahready  executor 
de  son  tort^  which  he  applied  partly  for  his  own  debt  and  partly  for 
funeral  expenses,  and  had  a  trifling  sum  remaining  in  his  hand,  wbe- 
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ther,  in  respect  of  the  receipt  from  the  executor  de  son  tori,  he  could 
be  considered  to  be  executor  de  son  tort  Upon  the  case  of  Paull  v. 
Simpson,  9  Q.  B.  Rep.  365,  which  proceeded  upon  the  authority  of 
Godolphin's  "  Orphan  Legacies,"  and  also  upon  the  authority  of  a  case 
in  Comyn's  "  Digest,"  the  mere  fact  of  the  receipt  from  a  person  already 
executor  de  son  tort,  would  not  constitute  him  executor  de  son  tort; 
that  simple  fact,  and  if  the  case  is  presented  simply  on  the  facts,  it 
is  nothing  more  than  ft  receipt  from  the  executor  de  son  tort,  and  that 
would  not  constitute  the  defendant  executor  de  son  tort  on  the  author- 
ity of  that  case.  In  order  to  constitute  an  executor  de  son  tort,  it 
must  be  a  j^erson  who  interferes  himself  with  the  effects  of  the  testa- 
tor, not  receiving  them  from  the  executor  de  son  tort^  hut  himself 
either  intermeddling  with  the  personal  chattels  belonging  to  the  tes- 
tator, and  taking  possession  of  them  himself,  or  receiving  money  from 
the  debtors  of  the  testator.  If  he  does  so,  why  then,  whether  he  re- 
ceives it  on  his  own  account,  or  as  the  agent  for  somebody  else,  would 
make  him  equally  executor  de  son  tort ;  he  is  a  wrong-doer,  and  whe- 
,  ther  he  acts  on  his  own  account  or  for  another,  he  is  equally  responsi- 
ble. That  was  settled  in  the  case  of  Padget  v.  Priest,  2  T.  K.  97, 
and  Sharkmd  v.  Milden,  5  Hare,  469.  On  the  bare  facts  of  this  case 
there  did  not  appear  to  my  lord,  or,  on  consideration,  to  the  rest  of 
the  court,  sufficient  to  make  out  that  the  defendant  was  executor  de 
son  tort;  therefore,  there,  should  be  a  new  trial,  and  then  the  question 
will  be,  whether  from  the  first  the  defendant  and  the  widow  were  not 
acting  together  to  take  possession  of  the  property  of  the  intestate, 
and  not  to  ^ivide  it  among  the  real  creditors  at  all. 

Rule  absolute. 


Hunt  v.  Hewitt.^ 

June  3, 1852. 

Inspection  of  Documents. 

The  14  &  15  Vict  c.  99,  fl.  6,  has  not  gdven  to  courts  of  common  law  a  power  to  com])el  a 
discovery,  bj  a  bill  or  analogous  pi^eeding — die  onlj  power  given  to  them  bj  it,  is  to 
allow  an  inspection  by  one  Btigant  party,  of  documents  m  the  custody  or  under  the  con« 
trol  of  the  other  litigant  party,  witn  iho  restrictionfl  or  limitations  pointed  out  in  that 
section. 

The  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  99,  s.  6,  has  not  taken  away  the  jurisdiction  preyiously  possessed  by 
courts  of  common  law,  to  order  the  inspection  and  copy  of  documents  in  the  hands  of  an 
adverse  party. 

Under  the  14  &  15  Vict,  c  99,  s.  6,  where  an  inspection  is  lidgated,  the  party  apply inj^  for  it 
must  show  hj  affidavit .  that  an  action  or  other  proceeding  is  pending,  ana  also  circum« 
stances  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  or  judge,  that  there  are  m  the  possession  or  under  the 


1  16  Jur.  603 ;  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Exch.  210 ;  7  Exchequer  Rep.  286. 
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control  of  the  opposite  part/  certain  docaments  TeUtang  to  goch  action,  &c^  —  a 

facie  case  caiiing  for  an  answer,  mast  at  least  be  stated  in  this  respect 

Farther,  as  the  party  making  such  application  is  in  the  same  sitoation  as  a  plaintiff  ia  a 
court  oi  equity,  he  must  show  —  first,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  snit^  and  of  the  qaestioo  co 
be  tried  in  it,  and  it  seems,  also,  that  he  should  depose  in  his  affidarit  to  his  ha^ia^  yosX 
grounds  to  maintain  or  defend  it ;  secondly,  the  affidavit  oaght  to  state,  with  safficaeiit  dis- 
tinctness, the  reason  of  the  application,  and  the  nature  of  ue  documents,  in  order  thai  ii 
may  appear  to  the  court  or  judge  that  the  documents  are  asked  in  order  to  enable  t^ 
party  applying  to  support  his  case,  not  to  find  a  flaw  in  the  case  of  the  opponent,  and  sLa 
that  the  opponent  may  admit  or  deny  the  possession  of  them. 

To  this  aflldavit  the  opponent  may  answer,  by  swearing  that  he  has  no  tac^  docameats,  or 
that  they  relate  exclusively  to  his  own  case,  or  that  he  is  for  any  sufficient  reason  pririiegtri 
from  producing  them  —  or  he  may  show  on  affidavit  that  the  part  concealed  does  not  in 
any  way  relate  to  the  plain  tifif's  case. 

Boneyman^  in  Hilary  term,  obtained  a  rule  for  the  inspection  of 
documents  under  the  14  &  15  Vict  c.  99,  a.  6.  This  rule  waa  arg^ned 
during  that  term,  on  the  Slat  January,  before  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke, 
Alderson,  and  Martin,  BB. ;  when 

Jjush  showed  cause,  and 

Honeyman  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule* 

The  whole  case  appears  in  the  judgment  of  the  court.  It  will  be 
sufficient  to  add  that  the  following  authorities  were  referred  to  in 
the  course  of  the  argument :  Story's  Eq.  Plead.  §  325 ;  Botkm  v.  2V 
Corporation  of  Liverpool,  1  My.  &  K.  88 ;  3  Sim.  467  ;  The  Aitomep' 
General  v.  7%e  Corporation  of  Londofij  12  Beav.  8 ;  and  Smith  v.  T%e 
Duke  of  Beaufort,  1  Hare,  507 ;  1  Ph.  209. 

Our.  ado.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  now  delivered  by 

Pollock,  C.  B.  In  this  case  an  application  was  made  to  the 
court,  to  compel  the  plaintiflf  to  allow  an  inspection  of  a  day-book  or 
journal  kept  b^  the  plaintiff 

An  application  had  previously  been  made,  of  a  more  extensive 
nature,  to  my  brother  Piatt  at  chambers.  It  was  a  summons  to  in- 
spect  all  documents  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control  of  the  plain* 
tiff  relating  to  the  action,  particularly  the  day-book  or  journal,  and 
of  any  other  book  containing  an  entry  of  business  done  for  the  de- 
fendant's nephew,  or  for  several  other  persons  named ;  and  also  all 
plans  in  his  possession  or  custody,  of  any  house,  drains,  roads,  &cc^  or 
other  portions  of  the  defendant's  estate,  in  respect  of  the  alleged  sur- 
veying and  superintending  the  erection  and  formation  of  which  the 
action  was  brought 

This  summons  was  supported  by  an  affidavit,  laying  no  sufficient 
grounds  for  inspection  of  all  the  documents.  My  brother  Piatt  made 
an  order  to  inspect  the  ^plans  only.  An  application  was  then  made 
to  the  court,  on  an  amended  affidavit,  for  an  inspection  of  the  day- 
book and  journal,  and  a  rule  nisi  granted.  It  was  heard  before  us  in 
the  course  of  Hilary  term ;  and  we  took  time  to  consider,  not  so 
much  on  account  of  any  difficulty  in  the  present  case,  as  on  account 
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of  the  importance  of  the  practice  under  the  14  &  16  Vict.  c.  99,  b.  6, 
upon  which  it  is  extremely  desirable  to  lay  down  some  rules. 

The  section  is  in  these  words  — "  Whenever  any  action  or  other 
legal  proceeding  shall  henceforth  be  pending  in  any  of  the  superior 
courts  of  common  law  at  Westminster  or  Dublin,  or  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  for  the  county  palatine  of  Lancaster,  or  the  Court  of 
Pleas  for  the  county  of  Durham,  such  court  and  each  of  the  judges 
thereof  may  respectively,  on  application  made  for  such  purpose  by 
either  of  the  litigants,  compel  the  opposite  party  to  allow  the  party 
making  the  application  to  inspect  all  documents  in  the  custody  or 
under  the  control  of  such  opposite  party  relating  to  such  section  or 
other  legal  proceeding,  and,  if  necessary,  to  take  examined  copies  of 
the  same,  or  to  procure  the  same  to  be  duly  stamped,  in  all  cases  in 
which  previous  to  the  passing  of  this  act  a  discovery  might  have 
been  obtained  by  filing  a  bill  or  by  any  other  proceeding  in  a  court 
of  equity  at  the  instance  of  the  party  so  making  application  as  afore- 
said to  the  said  court  or  judge." 

It  seems  to  us  to  be  clear,  from  the  words  of  this  section,  that  the 
legislature  never  intended  to  give  the  courts  of  common  law  a  power 
to  compel  a  discovery,  by  a  bill  or  analogous  proceeding — the  only 
power  given  is  to  aU^^,  not  a  discovery,  but  an  inspection  by  one 
litigant  party^  of  do^ments  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control 
of  the  opposite  litigant  party,  with  certain  restriction  or  limitations. 
First,  there  must  be  a  suit,  or  rather  proceeding,  pending.  Secondly, 
the  documents  must  relate  to  such  action,  suit,  or  other  proceeding. 
And,  thirdly,  the  cases  in  which  inspection  is  to  be  granted  must  be 
such  as  those  where  inspection  could  be  obtained  by  filing  a  bill  for 
a  discovery,  or  by  other  proceeding  in  a  court  of  equity,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  same  party.  All  that  is  stated  on  the  subject  of  dis- 
covery is  by  way  of  limitation  or  description  of  the  subjects  of  in- 
spection. We  think  this  question  has  been  put  on  the  right  footing 
by  Mr.  Charles  Pollock,  in  his  treatise  on  the  power  of  the  courts 
of  common  law  to  compel  the  production  of  documents  for  in- 
spection, (pp.  9,  10) ;  and  there  is  a  decision  of  Earle,  J.,  Gals- 
worthy  v.  Norman^  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  70 ;  s.  c.  9  Eng  Rep. 
327,  after  consulting  the  other  judges  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  that  the 
courts  of  law  have  no  power  of  compelling  a  discovery ;  and  this 
court,  on  one  or  two  occasions,  has  intimated  it  opinions  to  the  same 
effect.  Pepper  v.  Chambers^  16  Jur.  19 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  689.  See 
also  Sneider  v.  Mangino^  16  Jur.  153 ;  s.  c.  9  Eng.  Rep.  488. 

In  order  to  accomplish  the  object  of  obtaining  such  inspection  of 
documents,  as  there  is  no  power  to  entertain  a  bill  of  discovery  or 
any  analogous  mode  of  proceeding  in  courts  of  common  law,  the  old 
mode  of  obtaining  inspection  of  documents  in  the  hands  of  the  oppo- 
site party  must  be  adapted  to  it.  It  has  been  usual  for  the  court,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  equitable  jurisdiction,  to  grant  such  inspection. 
First,  as  a  substitute  for  oyer,  which,  at  common  law,  applied  to  some 
instruments  only,  by  usage  the  power  of  inspection  was,  with  certain 
conditions,  extended  to  all»  Secondly,  upon  the  equitable  principle 
that  a  cest^ui  que  trust  had  a  right  to  oblige  liis  trustee  to  give  inspec* 
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tion,  the  courts  of  law  always  compelled  it  where  they  could  consider 
the  opposite  party  as  holding  the  document  under  an   express  or 
implied   trust  for  the  applicant.     In  the   former  case  an   affidavit 
generally  speaking,  was  unnecessary.      In  the  latter  it  was  required 
unless  the  facts  were  admitted  in  the  statement  of  the  applicant's 
attorney,  a  course  usually  adopted  at  chambers  to  save  expense. 
The  old  mode  of  obtaining  inspection  ought  to  be  adopted  under  the 
new  act  of  parliament,  with  such  alterations  as  the  nature   of  the 
case  requires.     Under  the  recent  act  of  parliament,  where  an   inspec- 
tion is  litigated,  an  affidavit  will  no  doubt  be  necessary  as  to  all  the 
disputed  facts,  and  if  all  are  disputed  the  affidavit  ought  to  state  a 
sufficient  case  in  all  respects  to  entitle  the  applicant  to  ins)>ect,  as 
would  have  been  necessary  to  obtain  an  inspection  which  the  cooit 
had  before  and  still  has  the  power  to  grant  at  common  law.     The 
affidavit,  therefore,  ought  not  only  to  show  that  an  action  or  other 
proceeding  is  pending,  but  also  to  state,  not  a*mere  suggestion,  bat 
circumstances  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  or  judge,  that  there  are 
in  the  possession  or  or  under  the  control  of  the  opposite  party  certain 
documents,  and  that  those  relate  to  such  action,  or  other  legal  pro- 
ceeding ;  a  primd  facie  case  calling  for  an  answer,  must,  at  least,  be 
stated  in  this  respect,  as  it  must  in  the  olck»roceeding,  to  obtain 
inspection  of  documents  held  by  a  trustee,  ^^urther,  the  affidavit 
must  show  that  the  applicant  would,   by  a  bill  for  a  discovery  or 
other  proceeding,  be  able  to  obtain  a  discovery  and  inspection  of 
those  documents. 

Under  the  last  head,  we  must  follow  the  rules  established  in  courts 
of  equity,  within  which  every  plaintiff  must  bring  himself  in  order  to 
obtain  an  inspection  by  bill  of  discovery ;  and  therefore,  if  the  facts 
be  disputed,  the  affidavit  ought  to  state  all  that  a  plaintiff  in  equity 
must  state,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  a  discovery  and  inspection. 

Whatever  difference  there  may  be  with  respect  to  some  points  in 
the  law  of  discovery,  for  instance  as  to  the  mode  of  pleading  in  equity 
to  raise  the  objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  general  prin- 
ciples laid  down  are  free  from  doubt,  and  are  fully  explained  in  the 
able  treatises  of  Sir  J.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Hare,  and  the  little  work 
published  by  Mr.  Charles  Pollock. 

The  right  of  a  plaintiff  in  equity  is  limited,  first,  to  a  discovery, 
confined  to  the  questions  in  the  cause  ;  and  secondly,  of  such  mate- 
rial documents  as  relate  to  the'  proof  of  his  (the  plaintiff's)  case  on 
the  trial,  and  does  not  extend  to  the  discovery  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  defendant's  case  is  to  be  established,  or  to  evidence  which 
relates  exclusively  to  his  case. 

The  party  applying,  therefore,  who  is  in  the  same  situation  as  a 
plaintiff  in  equity,  must  show— 

First,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  suit,  and  of  the  question  to  be 
tried  in  it,  and  it  seems  also  that  he  should  depose  in  his  affidavit  to 
his  having  just  groilnds  to  maintain  or  defend  it 

Secondly,  the  affidavit  ought  to  state,  with  sufficient  distinctness, 
the  reason  of  the  application,  and  the  nature  of  the  documents,  in 
order  that  it  may  appear  to  the  court  or  judge  that  the  documents 


COURT  OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852.  517 


Holmes  v.  Sixsmith. 


are  asked  in  order  to  enable  the  party  applying  to  support  his  case, 
not  to  find  a  flaw  in  the  case  of  the  opponent,  and  also  that  the  oppo* 
nent  may  admit  or  deny  the  possession  of  them. 

To  this  affidavit  the  opponent  may  answer,  by  swearing  that  he 
has  no  such  documents,  or  that  they  relate  exclusively  to  his  own 
case,  or  that  he  is  for  any  sufficient  reason  privileged  from  producing 
them  —  or  he  may  submit  to  show  facts,  covering  the  remainder,  on 
affidavit  that  the  part  conccakd  does  not  in  any  way  relate  to  the 
plaintiff's  case.     The  same  course  would  be  pursued  in  equity. 

Although  the  recent  act  of  parliament  has  not  given  the  courts  of 
law  the  direct  power  of  compelling  a  discovery  of  documents,  and  in 
that  respect  they  are  not  so  effective  as  courts  of  equity,  they  have 
in  truth  nearly  as  great  power  given  by  the  section  in  question  —  for 
it  will  rarely  happen,  where  documents  material  to  the  issue  are  really 
in  the  hands  of  the  opposite  party,  that  there  will  not  be  sufficient 
circumstances  known  to  the  applicant  to  constitute  a  primd  facie  case 
for  him,  and  to  justify  the  interference  of  the  court  or  a  judge  if  no 
answer  is  given  to  them  by  affidavit.  The  new  measure  wul  there- 
fore, in  practice,  be  nearly  as  effective  as  if  the  power  of  compelling 
a  discovery  were  expressly  given  to  the  common-law  courts. 

It  remains  to  apply  these  observations  to  the  affidavit  in  question* 
It  does  state  the  question  and  ground  of  defence,  namely,  that  the 
work  was  never  done,  that  if  done,  it  was  charged  at  too  high  a  rate, 
and  further,  that  it  was  done  on  the  credit  of  another,  not  the  defend- 
ant. The  defendant's  case  is  therefore  of  a  negative  character  —  he 
does  not  seek  to  know  the  evidence  by  which  the  plaintiff  supports 
his  case,  for  the  journal  or  day-book  would  not  be  evidence  for  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  in  support  of  such  a  case  has  a  right  to  a 
discovery  on  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Smith  v.  The  Duke  of  Beau- 
fort^ 1  Hare,  507 ;  1  Ph.  209 ;  but  so  far  as  relates  to  the  discovery 
of  the  journal  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  defendant's  case,  that 
the  credit  was  given  to  another,  the  affidavit  is  defective,  as  it  does 
not  deny  that  the  deponent  was  authorized  to  bind  the  defendant  by 
his  contract,  and  if  he  was  it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  credit  was 
given  to  him  in  the  plaintiff's  journal  or  day-book  or  not.  But  the 
book  must  be  inspected  to  see  if  there  be  any  entry,  and  if  any  and 
what  price  is  therein  charged  as  the  value  of  the  work. 

Rule  absolute. 
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May  27,  1852. 

Stamp —  Fraud —  Trotting  Match. 

On  the  trial  of  an  action  against  the  stakeholder  to  a  trotting  match,  hj  the  party  whose 
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horse  was  defeated,  to  recoyer  back  his  stake,  the  plaintiflT  first  put  his  case  on  the  p-oimd 
that  the  race  was  an  illegal  one ;  and  on  this  being  overruled,  set  up  that  he  had  befs 
induced  by  fraud  to  enter  into  the  match,  the  horse  which  ran  against  his  hayin|^  bern  t 
different  horse  from  the  one  he  purported  to  be,  and  disguised  by  paint  to  represent 
him:  — 

Held^  that  in  order  to  prove  this  fraud,  the  articles  of  agreement  for  the  match  were  receivable 
in  evidence  without  a  stamp. 

Assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received.     Plea,  non  assumpsit.    At 
the  trial  before  Cresswell,  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  brought 
to  recover  a  sum  of  money  deposited  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  defend- 
ant, as  stakeholder,  on  a  trotting  match  between  the  plaintiff's  horse 
"  Jackey  "  and  a  horse  called  "  Flying  Cloud,"  belonging  to  one  John 
WiUiams.     "  Jackey "  having  been  beaten  in  the  race,  the  stake- 
holder, in  disregard  of  a  warning  notice  from  the   plaintiff,  paid  the 
stakes  over  to  Williams.     The  plaintiff's  counsel  at  first  put  his  case 
on  the  ground  that  wagers  on  trotting  matches  were  illegal,  but  this 
being  overruled  by  the  judge,  he  then  set  up  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  induced  by  iraud  to  enter  into  the  wager,  as   the  horse  repre- 
sented to  be  "  Flying  Cloud "  was  in  reality  another  horse  called 
"  The  Oneida  Chief,"  disguised  by  paint ;  and  for  this  purpose  be 
offered  in  evidence  the  articles  of  agreement  under  which  the  race 
was  run.     This  document  being  unstamped  was  objected  to  by  the 
defendant's  counsel,  but  the  judge  overruled  the  objection,  reserviflg 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  that  point     The  jury  having 
found  for  the  plaintiff, 

WilkinSy  Serg.,  in  Easter  term  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

KnowleSj  Edwin  James,  and   T.  Jones,  showed  cause.     The  stamp 
laws  only  affect  documents  offered  in  evidence  as  valid  ones,  capable 
of  being  acted  on,  and  are  wholly  inapplicable  when  a  document  ia 
offered  in  evidence  for  some  collateral  purpose,  such  as  to  show  &aM 
or  as  constituting  a  link  in  a  chain  of  proof  of  fraud.     Were  this 
not  so,  all  frauds  worked  by  means  of  documents  requiring  stamps 
would  escape  with  impunity,  as  the  guilty  parties  would  take  care  not 
to  stamp  them.    This  view  of  the  law  has  been  established  by  sev^ 
cases.     The  principal  is  that  of  Coppock  v.  Bower,  4  M.  &  W.  361. 
There  a  party  entered  into  an  illegal  agreement  in  writing,  but  un- 
stamped, not  to  proceed  with  a  petition  to  the  house  of  commons 
against  bribery  at  an  election.     The  other  party  having  brought  an 
action  to  recover  the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid,  that  document  was  n«^ 
admissible  to  prove  the  illegality  of  the  contract.  Lord  Abinger,  C.  !>•» 
in  delivering  his  judgment,  says  —  "  The  principal  question  in  i^^ 
case  is,  whether  the  stamp  acts  were  intended  to  apply  where  tne 
instrument  is  used,  not  as  evidence  of  an  obligatory  contract  between 
the  parties,  but  to  show  that  the  transaction  between  them  i^^ 
such  a  nature  as  to  be  void  in  law.     And  there  are  many  authoritiesj 
that  for  such  a  purpose  it  may  be  received  in  evidence  witho" 
stamp.     The  object  of  both  the  statute  and  common  law  would  w 
defeated,  if  a  contract,  void  in  itself,  could  not  be  impeached,  becan 
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the  written  evidence  of  it  is  unstamped,  and  therefore  inadmissible. 
If  that  were  so,  a  party  entering  into  such  agreement  might  avoid 
the  consequences  of  its  illegality,  by  taking  care  that  no  stamp  should 
be  affixed  to  it.  I  think,  therefore,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  agreement  is  void  at  common  law  or  by  statute, 
and  the  party  introduces  it,  not  to  set  it  up  and  establish  it,  but  to 
destroy  it  altogether,  there  is  no  objection  to  its  admissibility.  As  in 
the  case  of  a  conspiracy,  or  an  agreement  to  commit  a  robbery,  on 
no  principle  could  it  be  contended  that  a  contract  between  the  parties 
for  the  commission  of  such  an  offence  would  be  inadmissible  without 
a  stamp.  I  think  that  the  stamp  acts  are  made  for  a  different  pur- 
pose —  they  are  made  to  prevent  persons  from  availing  themselves 
of  the  obligatory  force  of  an  agreement,  unless  that  agreement  is 
stamped."  And  Alderson,  B.  "  The  statute  enacts,  that  a  stamp  is 
necessary  upon  an  agreement,  *  whether  the  same  shall  be  only  evi- 
dence of  a  contract,  or  obligatory  upon  the  parties  from  its  being  a 
written  instrument'  Taking  the  whole  together,  it  must  be  implied 
that  a  stamp  is  unnecessary,  where  the  instrument  shows  no  con- 
tract in  law,  and  cannot  be  enforced  between  the  parties.  Now,  here, 
the  written  papers  were  not  obligatory  between  the  parties,  and  they 
were  put  in  evidence  to  show  what  is  called  a  void  agreement,  but 
which,  under  the  circumstances,  is  no  agreement  at  all." 

In  Regina  v.  GompertZj  9  Q.  B.  824,  which  was  an  indictment  for  a 
conspiracy  to  defraud  the  prosecutor,  by  inducing  him  to  accept  cer- 
tain bills  of  exchange,  a  warrant  of  attorney  which  was  given  to  him 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  him  to  accept  them,  was  held  receivable 
in  evidence  without  a  stamp.  Lord  Denman  there  says,  "  The  recep- 
tion in  evidence  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  without  a  stamp  was  ano- 
ther ground  of  application  for  a  new  trial.  This  is  a  point  of  very 
great  importance ;  for  few  frauds  are  committed  without  the  inter- 
vention of  written  instruments  made  subject  to  the  stamp  duties ; 
and  yet  on  such  occasions  they  are  rarely  stamped.  The  giving  such 
an  instrument  as  a  security,  on  the  face  of  it  valid  to  an  ignorant 
person's  apprehension,  but  really  unavailable  for  want  of  a  stamp, 
may  sometimes  be  one  of  the  means  by  which  the  fraud  is  practised, 
and,  where  the  object  of  the  evidence  is  not  to  enforce  or  set  up  the 
instrument  as  a  valid  instrument,  but  merely  to  show  that  it  was  part 
of  a  scheme  of  fraud,  and  so  to  use  it  for  a  purpose  collateral  to  the 
object  apparent  on  the  face  of  it,  there  are  many  cases  in  which  it 
has  been  held  that  a  "^Titten  instrument,  requiring  a  stamp  but  un- 
stamped, is  admissible.  On  the  other  hand,  if  there  be  any  allegation 
to  the  proof  of  which  an  instrument  available  in  law  is  necessary,  or 
if  it  be  tendered  as  such  instrument,  unless,  as  in  forgery,  it  be  itself 
the  subject-matter  of  the  charge,  then  it  cannot  be  received  unstamped, 
if  of  a  nature  requiring  a  stamp.  This  distinction  is  well  known ; 
and  it  is  needless  to  cite  the  cases  which  establish  it" 

In  Smart  v.  Nokes,  6  Man.  &  G.  911,  which  was  an  action  of  debt 
with  pleas  of  nunquam  indebitatus  and  payment,  the  plaintiff  offered 
in  evidence  a  document  in  which  the  defendant  admitted  the  debt, 
but  stated  that  it  had  been  paid  by  a  bill  of  exchange;  held  that  the 
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bill  of  exchange,  though  improperly  stamped,  was  admissible  to  nega* 
tive  the  inference  of  payment  by  that  bill.     Tindal,  C-  J.,  in  deliver- 
ing judgment,  said,  "  Stoeeting  v.  Halse,  9  B.  &  Cr.  365,  is  the  strongest 
case  against  the  plaintiff.     But  in  that  case  the  very  purpose  of  giv- 
ing the  unstamped  bill  in  evidence  was,  to  prove  an  existing  contract 
between  the  parties — namely,  a  contract  to  cancel  the  former  bill  — 
not,  as  here,  to  show  that  the  unstamped  instrument  was  unavailable. 
It  would  be  singularly  unjust  that  a  plaintiff,  in  availing  himself  of  a 
memorandum  which  proved  that  the  defendant  was  indebted  to  him, 
should  be  bound  by  every  assertion  or  statement  in  that  memorandum, 
and  should  be  wholly  without  the  power  of  showing  that  they  \rere 
untrue." 

In  Keable  v.  Payne,  8  Ad.  &  El.  555,  which  was  an  action  for 

S roods  sold  and  delivered,  the  case  for  the  plaintiff  being  that  the  de- 
iendant  received  them  from  M.,  who  had  obtained  them  from  the 
plaintiff,  the  owner,  by  pretending  to  purchase  and  pay  for  them  by  a 
check  drawn  on  a  party,  who  as  M.  knew  would  dishonor  the  check, 
it  was  held  that  the  check  was  admissible  though  not  stamped.  The 
defendant's  counsel  contending  that  there  was  a  distinction  between 
the  case  of  criminal  proceedings  against  the  guilty  party  and  civil 
ones,  where  it  is  sought  to  make  the  unstamped  document  evidence 
against  a  third  person  not  party  to  the  fraud,  and  who  was  a  band 
fide  purchaser,  Patteson,  J.,  says,  "  I  cannot  recognize  the  distinction. 
Whether  against  the  person  accused  of  the  fraud,  or  a  third  party,  the 
principle  must  be  the  same,  if  the  question  turn  on  the  fact  of  fraud. 
If  it  were  necessary,  in  a  civil  action,  to  show  that  there  had  been  a 
felony,  or  an  obtaining  by  false  pretences,  the  evidence  would  be  ad- 
missible as  if  the  case  were  that  of  an  indictment  for  the  felony  or 
the  fraud." 

In  Enthoven  v.  Hoyle,  16  Jur.  272 ;  s.  c.  9  Eng.  Rep.  434,  in  Cam. 
Scac.,  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  admissibility  in  evidence  of 
some  debentures  of  a  joint-stock  company,  and  which  were  not  duly 
stamped,  Parke,  B.,  in  delivering  judgment  says,  "  We  are  all  of  opi- 
nion that  these  bonds  or  debentures  were  properly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence for  one  purpose,  that  is,  for  the  purpose  of  show^ing  that  really 
they  were  worthless  as  such,  and  therefore  laying  a  foundation  for  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover  upon  the  money  counts.  If  they  had  been 
used  in  order  to  support  the  special  counts,  it  would  have  been  wrong, 
because  they  were  not  on  proper  stamps.  Williams  v.  Gerry,  10  M. 
&  W.  296,  wUl  probably  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side.  That  w^as 
an  issue  to  try  the  property  in  goods  claimed  by  the  plaintiH'  under  a 
bill  of  sale ;  a  former  bill  of  sale  of  the  same  goods,  which  had  been 
cancelled,  being  tendered  in  evidence  to  show  that  the  second  bill  of 
sale  was  given  bond  fide  and  not  fraudulently,  it  was  held  inadmissi- 
ble without  a  stamp.  But  there  the  rejected  document  was  attempted 
to  be  set  up  as  a  valid  agreement. 

Wilkiris,  Serg.,  and  Henderson,  in  support  of  the  rule.  Every 
agreement  which  is  valid  on  its  face,  so  as  to  be  capable  of  being 
enforced  between  the  contracting  parties,  or  even  by  one  of  them 


COURT   OF  EXCHEQUER,  1852.  521 

Holmes  v.  Sixsmith* 

against  the  other,  must  be  stamped  before  it  can  be  received  in  evi- 
dence. The  stamp  acts  were  passed  for  the  benefit  of  the  revenue, 
and  it  would  be  dangerous  if  the  necessity  of  stamping  an  agreement 
were  to  depend  on  the  contracting  parties  electing  to  enforce  it.  Be- 
sides, third  persons  might  be  interested  in  the  document,  or  want  to 
make  use  of  it  in  other  proceedings.  Now  the  agreement  in  the  pre- 
sent case  was  legal  on  its  face,  binding  at  least  one,  perhaps  both,  of 
the  contracting  parties  at  the  time  it  was  made.  If  the  plaintiff's 
horse  had  won,  he  might  have  treated  the  agreement  as  a  valid  one, 
got  it  stamped,  and  sued  upon  it. 

[Martin,  B.  Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  brought  an  action  for  the 
stake  on  the  ground  that  his  horse  had  won,  and  it  was  proved  that 
his  horse  was  beaten,  could  he  then  have  said  that  the  agreement  was 
a  fraud  ?] 

Certainly  not,  and  that  shows  the  abuses  to  which  the  plaintiff's 
view  of  the  law  would  give  rise.  In  all  the  cases  which  have  been 
referred  to,  the  document  received  in  evidence  was  admitted  to  show 
that  it  was  on  its  face  a  nullity.  Regina  v.  Gampertz  may  seem  an 
exception ;  but  that  was  the  case  of  a  one-sided  instrument,  which 
the  person,  by  whom  alone  it  was  signed,  sought  to  enforce  against 
another  party. 

PotLOCK,  C.  B.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. The  case  is  really  undistingnishable  from  Regina  v.  Oom- 
pertSy  9  Q.  B.  824.  That  case  arose  on  a  warrant  of  attorney,  on 
the  face  of  it  a  good  and  valid  instrument,  requiring  a  stamp  before 
it  could  be  given  in  evidence ;  and  in  the  present  case  the  agreement 
sued  on  is  likewise  a  legal  one,  the  only  ground  for  impeaching  it  be- 
ing that  it  was  a  fraud.  No  doubt  it  was  a  gross  fraud.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether,  where  a  party  by  fraud  induces  another  to  enter  into 
a  written  agreement,  it  is  necessary  that  the  aggrieved  party  put  a 
stamp  on  the  instrument  before  he  asks  to  get  back  his  money  on  the 
ground  of  the  fraud.  Now,  I  go  entirely  with  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Regina  v.  Cromperts.  I  think  that  an 
agreement  does  not  require  a  stamp  unless  when  it  is  used  as  and  for 
an  agreement— if  it  is  used  merely  as  part  of  the  machinery  of  a 
fraud,  to  show  that  the  person  paying  the  money  has  been  imposed 
on,  no  stamp  is  required.  Thus  in  civil  cases — if  a  document  is 
used  as  an  agreement  it  must  be  stamped ;  but  not  when  it  is  used 
for  any  collateral  purpose  —  as,  for  instance,  if  used  as  a  piece  of 
paper  to  identify  some  person  by  being  found  in  his  possession,  or  to 
connect  one  person  witn  another,  or  to  connect  two  pieces  of  paper 
together,  and  such  like.  And,  in  criminal  cases,  although  an  instru- 
ment might,  as  such,  require  a  stamp,  and  be  in  itself  free  from  fraud, 
still  if  used  to  establish  crime,  it  does  not  require  a  stamp.  Thus,  where 
a  prisoner  is  indicted  for  forgery,  the  forged  instrument  is  receivable 
in  evidence  though  it  has  either  no  stamp  or  a  wrong  stamp.  My  bro- 
ther Wilkins  points  out  a  bad  use  which  he  says  might  be  made  of  this 
state  of  the  law.  He  observes  that  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiff 
did  hot  set  up  fraud  in  the  first  instance,  but  insisted  that  the  agree- 
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ment  was  void  altogether ;  and  if  that  had  not  been  a  mode  of  put* 
ting  the  plaintiff's  case  in  the  same  parallel,  if  I  may  so  say,  with  the 
other,  there  might  be  some  force  in  the  argument.     A  case  was  also 
put  during  the  argument,  supposing  that  the  plaintiff  had  claimed  the 
stake  under  the  agreement,  and  it  turned  out  that  bis  horse  wa^  beat- 
en in  the  race,  could  he,  it  was  asked,  have  set  up  the  fraud  after- 
wards ?     I  do  not  believe  that  he  could  have  done  so ;  for  having  onoe 
affirmed  the  contract  by  claiming  the  stake,  he  could  not  afterwards 
turn  round  and  say,  ^'  I  will  have  my  money  back  on  the  groand  of 
fraud."     A  man  cannot  blow  hot  and  cold  —  affirm  and  disaffirm. 
But  both  the  modes  in  which  the  plaintiff  here  shaped  his  case  were 
in  truth  the  same  —  they  were  different  modes  of  obtaining  the  same 
result — namely,  that  the  agreement  was  not  worth  a  farthing.    The 
first  was  that  the  agreement  was  an  illegal  contract,  and  if  it  were, 
no  stainp  would  be  required ;  that  failing,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  then 
said,  "  I  will  show  it  was  a  firaudulent  con^ct "  —  both  of  these 
are  consistent  with  the  doctrine  that  the  agreement  did  not  require  a 
stamp.     In  the  first  place  then,  I  think  we  have  the  true  principle  on 
this  subject  laid  down  in  most  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited, 
and  have  further  a  special  decision  in  this  sort  of  case  in  Regina  t. 
Gompertz. 

Alderson,  B.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  What  the  plaintiff  sap 
in  substance  is  this  —  You,  the  defendant,  have  paid  over  to  anotha 
person  money  which  belonged  to  me,  when  you  ought  not,  and  I  had 
given  you  notice  not  to  do  so.  Then,  in  order  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant had  the  plaintiff's  money,  and  had  paid  it  over  improperly,  be  says, 
there  was  a  gross  fraud  practised  on  me  —  I  was  induced  to  run  a 
horse  against  another  by  sharpers,  and  you  paid  the  money  to  tho^ 
sharpers.     How  does  he  make  that  out  ?     He  says,  here  is  a  piece  ot 
paper  which  purports  to  be  an  agreement  to  run  my  horse  "  Jackey 
against  the  other  horse, «  Flying  Cloud,"  there  being  in  truth  no  such 
horse  as  «  Flying  Cloud,"  and  the  whole  was  a  trick  to  bring  into  the 
race  a  totally  different  description  of  a  horse,  in  order  to  cheat  me. 
How  can  you  prove  that  better  than  by  producing  the  paper  contain- 
ing the  agreement  ?     In  so  doing  the  plaintiff  does  not  set  it  up  as 
an  agreement,  but  as  a  concocted  fraud.     The  principle  of  C<#^^ 
V.  Bower  is  tlie  same  with  this,  except  that  there  the  paper  app^*'^ 
illegal  on  the  face  of  it,  here  the  illegality  is  to  be  made  to  appear  oy 
showing  that  it  formed  a  portion  of  a  fraud ;  but  the  principle  of  op 
is,  we  do  not  set  the  document  up,  but  knock  it  down,  by  showing 
that  it  is  either  apparently  illegal  or  a  fraud. 

Platt,  B.,  concurred. 

Martin,  B.     I  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  ^'^^^^  •  ;on 
pertz.  Tf  that  case  did  not  exist,  I  should  not  have  so  dear  an  opinio 
on  the  subject  as  the  rest  of  the  court    For  when  I  find  the  law  s  j^ 
ing,  such  and  such  documents  must  be  stamped  and  shall  no 
receivable  in  evidence  unless  they  are  stamped,  it  is  the  duty  oi  p 
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ties  to  see  that  they  are  stamped,  and  that  is  what^the  parties  in  this 
case  have  not  done.  But  I  think  the  matter  is  concluded  by  Regina 
V.  Gompertz, 

Alderson,  B.  It  is  easy  to  suppose  such  a  case  as  this — two 
persons  conspire  to  defraud  an  ignorant  man  of  his  money,  by  giving 
him  bills  of  exchange  on  insufficient  stamps.  According  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  defendant's  counsel,  you  could  not  use  those  bills  in  evi- 
dence in  order  to  show  the  circumstances  necessary  to  prove  the  fraud. 

Rule  discharged. 


Phillips  t?.  Pound.^ 

Jane  7,  1858. 

Arrest '^  Privilege  —  Aitorneffs  Clerk. 

Tho  managing  clerk  of  an  attorney  is  not  privileged  from  arrest  while  going  to  attend  before 

a  judge  at  chambers,  on  business  of  his  master. 

Hawkins  had  obtained  a  rule  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of 
the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  London,  by  whom  he  had  been  arrested 
on  a  ca,  sa,  issued  in  this  action ;  on  the  ground  that  he  was  privi- 
leged from  arrest  The  defendant  was  managing  clerk  to  an  attorney, 
and  in  that  capacity  obtained  a  judge's  order  for  a  certiorari  to  remove 
a  plaint  from  a  county  court  into  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on 
payment  of  costs  ;  the  judge  adding  that  if  one  of  the  Masters  would 
certify  that  those  costs  would  be  allowed  on  taxation,  a  further  appli- 
cation might  be  made  to  him  to  vary  the  order.  The  next  day  the 
defendant  obtained  such  a  certificate  from  the  Master  at  his  office  in 
King's  Bench-walk  Temple,  and  was  arrested  while  bond  fide  pro- 
ceeding thence  with  it  to  attend  the  judge,  for  the  above-mentioned 
purpose,  at  his  chambers  in  Rolls-gardens,  Chancery-lane. 

Hannen  showed  cause,  citing  Newton  v.  Constable^  2  Q.  B.  157 ; 
6  Jur.  317,  where  it  was  held,  that  a  barrister  attending  petty  sessions 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  practice  is  not  privileged  from  arrest 
redeundo. 

The  court  then  called  on 

Hawkins^  in  support  of  the  rule.  An  attorney's  clerk  is  privileged 
from  arrest  whenever  he  is  bond  fide  attending  a  tribunal  in  the  con- 
duct of  the  business  of  his  master ;  and  it  would  be  very  inconve- 
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nient  if  the  law  were  otherwise,  seeing  that  mnch  of  the  business  at 
judges's  chambers  is  managed  by  such  clerks.  In  Meekins  v.  Smiikj 
1  H.  Bl.  636,  the  comt  laid  down  as  a  general  rale  ''  that  all  persons 
who  have  relation  to  a  suit  which  calls  for  their  attendance,  -whetho* 
they  are  compelled  to  attend  by  process  or  not  (in  which  number  bail 
are  included),  are  entitled  to  privilege  from  arrest  eundo  et  redeundoj 
provided  they  come  bond  fideP  And  in  Ex  parte  Waikins^  1  Jur. 
286,  it  was  held  that  an  agent  attending  an  appeal  before  the  hooae 
of  lords,  though  neither  attorney  nor  solicitor,  could  not  be  arrested 
redeundo, 

[Alderson,  B.  If  an  attorney's  clerk  is  to  be  privileged  firom 
arrest,  why  not  a  barrister's  derk  ?] 

Because  he  is  not  engaged  in  the  actual  conduct  of  the  cause. 

Alderson,  B.  He  might  be  actually  carrying  his  master's  brief  to 
him.  Some  persons  are  privileged  from  necessity,  i,  e.  such  as  attend 
the  court  in  obedience  to  its  command,  in  which  case  the  court  pro- 
tects them  from  the  consequences  of  their  obedience.  Others  are 
privileged  by  prescription,  such  as  barristers,  attorneys,  and  probably 
proctors.     The  present  case  however  comes  under  none  of  these. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  There  is  also  this  distinction.  Unless  the  necessary 
parties  to  conduct  a  suit  were  privileged  from  arrest  the  court  would 
be  interrupted  in  its  proceedings,  and  might  have  to  wait  for  every 
witness  who  is  to  give  evidence,  every  barrister  to  argue,  and  every 
attorney  to  instruct.  But  where  a  party  is  going  to  do  something 
which  might  be  done  at  any  other  time,  and  his  absence  has  not  the 
effect  of  keeping  the  court  waiting,  he  has  no  privilege  from  arrest 
Were  this  not  so,  persons  would  enter  into  the  service  of  attorneys  at 
a  very  cheap  rate  in  order  to  obtain  a  privilege  from  arrest 

Rule  discharged. 


Benham   v.  The  United    Guarantee  and   Life  Assurance  Com- 
pany.^ 

Jane  7, 1852. 

Policy  of  Assurance  —  Warranty  —  Statement  in  Policy. 

An  assnrance  companj  effected  a  policy  with  a  literary  institution,  to  p:aarantee  to  a  certain 
amount  a^iwist  toss  which  might  he  occasioned  hr  the  want  of  inteentr,  honesty,  or  fidelity 
of  one  R.  W.,  in  his  employment  as  secretary  to  the  institation.  The  oasis  of  the  contract 
was  alleged  to  be  a  certain  statement  in  writing,  by  the  treasorer  of  the  institation,  lodged 
at  the  office  of  the  company,  containing  a  declaration  of  the  truth  of  the  answers  to  ccrtahi 
questions.    There  was  likewise  a  proviso,  that  any  fraudulent  misstatement  or  suppits- 

—  —  ■" 
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Bion  in  that  declaration  should  render  the  policy  void  from  the  beginning.  The  statement 
referred  to,  contained,  infer  alioy  the  followine  qnestions  and  answers :  —  First,  "  Is  the 
applicant  at  present  in  your  employment,  and  if  so.  in  what  capacity,  and  has  he  hitherto 
performed  the  duties  of  his  situation  faithfully  and  to  your  satisfaction  ?  ^    ^.  "  Ho  is 

secretary  to  the Literary  Institution."    Secondly,  "  Is  the  applicant  personally  known 

to  yon,  or  any  of  your  firm,  or  by  whom  has  he  been  introduced  or  recommended  to  you  1  ** 
A.'-  Only  as'above."  Thirdly,  "  In  what  capacity  do  you  intend  to  employ  the  applicant : 
and  with  reference  to  this  question  state,  as  far  as  circumstances  will  permit  (▲)  the  nature 

of  bis  intended  duties  and  responsibilities  1 "    A.  (a)  "  He  is  secretary  of  the Literary 

Institution,  of  which  I  am  treasurer.**  (c)  "  The  checks  which  will  lie  used  to  secure  accu- 
racy in  his  accounts,  and  when  and  how  often  they  will  be  balanced,  and  closed?'* 
A.  (c) "  Examined  by  finance  committee  eyerv  fortnight'*  (d)  '*  The  salary  or  emolument, 
and  when  it  will  be  paid  to  him,  and  how  and  when  it  will  be  paid  ?  **  A.  (d)  "  80/.  a  year 
at  present:" — 

Hdd^  that  the  statement  that  the  accounts  of  R.  W.  would  be  examined  once  a  fortnight  by 
the  finance  committee  of  the  institution  did  not  amount  to  a  warranty ;  and  consequently, 
that  an  action  was  maintainable  on  the  policy  for  a  loss  occasioned  by  his  want  of  integrity 
in  the  service  of  the  institution,  although  such  loss  waa  occasioned  by  their  neglecting  to 
examine  "his  accounts  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  policy. 

Covenant,  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  against  a  registered  assurance 
company.  The  declaration  alleged,  that  on  the  13th  May,  1850,  by 
a  certain  instrument  or  policy  of  guarantee,  sealed  with  the  common 
corporate  seal  of  the  defendants,  (makinfi^  profert);  after  reciting, 
that  the  Marylebone  Literary  and  Scientific  Institution  had  agreed 
to  take  into  their  service  and  to  employ  as  secretary,  one  R.  W.,  in 
the  said  policy  of  guarantee  described,  upon  the  condition  of  his 
procuring  a  sufficient  surety  to  guarantee  the  plaintiff,  therein  de- 
scribed as,  and  then  being  the  treasurer  of  the  said  institution,  to 
the  extent  of  200/.,  against  loss  occasioned  by  the  v;rant  of  integrity, 
honesty,  or  fidelity  of  the  said  R.  W.,  in  such  service  or  employment ; 
and  that  in  performance  of  the  said  condition,  the  said  R.  W.,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  plaintiff  as  such  treasurer,  had  agreed  with  the 
defendants  for  the  grant  by  them  to  the  plaintiff  of  that  policy  of 
guarantee ;  and  that  as  the  basis  of  the  contract  for  such  guarantee, 
the  plaintiff  had  lodged  at  the  office  of  the  defendants  a  certain 
statement  or  document  in  writing,  in  the  policy  of  guarantee  de- 
scribed  as  "  Employers'  Guarantee  Proposal,  No.  624,"  containing, 
among  other  things,  a  declaration  signed  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  truth 
of  the  answers  thereby  given  to  the  questions  therein  contained  ;  and 
also  reciting  that  R.  W.  had  paid  to  the  defendants  or  their  duly  au- 
thorized agent  or  officer,  the  sum  of  2L  10s.  as  the  premium  or  con- 
sideration for  such  guarantee  as  thereinafter  expressed,  for  the  space 
of  one  year,  commencing  on  the  13th  May,  1850,  and  terminating  on 
the  13th  May,  1851,  both  inclusive :  it  was  witnessed,  that  the 
defendants,  fully  relying  on  the  truth  of  the  declaration  contained  in 
the  said  statement  or  document,  did  thereby  agree  and  declare  that 
during  the  space  of  one  year,  commencing  and  terminating  as  afore- 
said, and  afterwards  during  every  succeeding  year,  in  respect  of 
which  the  defendants  should  consent  to  receive,  and  the  said  R.  W., 
and  the  plaintiffs,  or  one  of  them,  should  before  or  upon  the  13th 
May,  in  the  same  year,  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  said  de- 
fendants, or  unto  such  officer  or  agent  thereof,  as  should  be  duly 
authorized  by  the  directors  of  the  company  to  receive  the  same,  the 
annual  premium  or  sum  of  21. 10^.,  &;c.,  the  general  funds  and  pro- 
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perty  for  the,  time  being,  and  the  subscribed  capitol  of  the  defendant 
company,  but  none  of  the  members  or  officers  thereof,  individually  or 
personally,  should,  to  the  extent  or  amount  in  the  whole  of  200^,  &c\, 
but  to  no  further  or  greater  extent  or  amount,  be  subject  and  liablt: 
according  to  the  deed  of  settlement  and  rules  of  the  company,  to 
satisfy,  reimburse,  and  make  good  unto  the  plaintiff  or  other   the 
treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  institution,  or  the  representa- 
tives or  assigns  of  the  said  institution,  within  three  calendar  mouths 
next  after  proof  should  be  given  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  tb- 
directors  of  the  said  company  of  the  occurrence  of  such  next-men- 
tioned loss,  every  loss  whatsoever,  which,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
liability  of  the  company  under  the  said  policy,  should  be  sustained  by 
the  treasiu"er  of  the  said  institution,  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  the 
want  of  integrity,  honesty,  or  fidelity  of  the  said  R.  W.,  in,  or  aris- 
ing out  of  his  employment  to  be  such  secretary  of  the  said  institu- 
tion.    And,  it  was  by  the  policy  of  guarantee  provided,  that  (so  far 
as  the  next-mentioned  rules  and  regulations  were  capable  of  applica- 
tion to  the  same),  the  said  policy  and  the  guarantee  thereby  granted 
or  undertaken,  should  be  subject  and  liable  to  the  rules  of  the  said 
company  referred  to  by  the  notice  of  even  date  therewith,  thereupon 
indorsed,  and  to  all  other  the  then  existing  rules  and  regulations  of 
the  company  relative  to  policies  of  guarantee  and  guarantees  granted 
or  undertaken  thereby,  and  that  in  the  same  manner  as  if  all  the  said 
rules  and  regulations  were  actually  incorporated  at  length  ia  the 
policy  with  special  reference  thereto.     And  it  was  thereby  further 
provided,  that  the  policy  w^as  granted  upon  the  express  condition, 
that  every  person  at  any  time  making  any  claim  thereunder,  should, 
at  the  costs  of  the  defendant  company,  whenever  required  so  to  do 
by  the  directors  or  other  duly  authorized  agents  or  agent  thereof, 
afford  every  description  of  aid  or  assistance  capable  of  being  afforded 
by  such  person  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  defendant  company 
or  the  directors,  or  other  duly  authorized  agent  or  agents  thereof,  to 
prosecute  or  bring  to  justice  the  said  R.  W.  for  any  criminal  offence 
committed  by  him  while  such  secretary,  or  to  procure  the  reimburse- 
ment of  the  said  company  by  the  said  R.    W.,  or  his   estate,  of 
moneys  paid  by  or  recovered  from  the  company  under  the  policy. 
.  The  declaration  then  proceeded  to  set  out  the  notice  as  follows  : — 
"  Take  notice,  that  by  the  rules  which,  in  the  first  schedule  to  the 
deed  of  settlement  of  this  company,  are  numbered  130,  131,  132,  134, 
135,  and  136,  (and  to  which  you  are  referred  for  more  particular 
information),  it  is  provided  to  the  effect,  that  any  fraudulent  mis- 
statement or  suppression  in  any  declaration,  in  consequence  of  and 
with  express  reference  to  which  a  policy  of  guarantee  is  granted  by 
the  company,  renders  such  policy  void  from  the  beginning;  that  the 
annual  premium  payable  upon  a  policy  of  guarantee  granted  in  con- 
sideration of  an  annual  premium  must  be  paid  within  fifteen  days 
from  the  day  on  which  it  first  accrues  due,  and  that  if  paid  within 
such  fifteen  days  the  policy  does  not  become. void,  but  if  not  so  paid, 
then  (subject  to  a  discretionary  power  for  the  directors,  within  three 
calendar  months,  to  remit  the  forfeiture  upon  such  terms  as  they 
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think  proper)  the  policy  will  be  absolutely  void :  that  the  right  to 
make  a  claim,  under  a  policy  of  guarantee,  ceases  three  months  after 
the  death  of  the  party  whose  integrity  is  guaranteed :  that  (subject 
to  a  discretionary  power  exercisable  in  certain  cases  by  the  directors,  of 
remitting  the  forfeiture,)  a  policy  of  guarantee  becomes  void  as  to 
future  claims,  upon  notice  and  satisfactory  proof  to  the  directors,  of 
the  commission  or  omission  by  the  party  whose  integrity  is  guaranteed 
of  any  act  which  results  in  the  accruer  of  the  right  to  make  a  claim 
under  the  policy,  and  that  the  holder  or  party  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  a  policy  of  guarantee  is  bound,  immediately  upon  discovering  or 
having  notice  bf  the  commission  or  omission  by  the  party  whose 
integrity  is  guaranteed,  of  any  act  resulting  in  the  accruer  of  the 
right  to  make  a  claim  under  the  policy,  to  forward  a  written  in- 
timation of  the  same,  and  so  far  as  circumstances  will  permit,  of 
all  particulars  attending  the  commission  or  omission  thereof,  to  the 
directors ;  and  that  by  wilfully  and  knowingly  omitting  or  neglect- 
ing so  to  do  for  ten  days  after  such  discovery  or  notice,  the  policy 
becomes  absolutely  void,  both  as  to  existing  and  future  claims. 
Dated  the  13th  May,  1850." 

The  declaration  proceeded  to  allege,  that  the  statement  or  docu- 
ment referred  to  in  the  policy  of  guarantee,  and  therein  described  as 
"  Employers'  Guarantee  Proposal,  No.  624,"  contained  certain  ques- 
tions and  answers,  that  is  to  say  —  First,  "  Is  the  applicant  at  pre- 
sent in  your  employment,  and  if  so,  in  what  capacity,  and  has  he 
hitherto  performed  the  duties  of  his  situation  faithfully  and  to  your 
satisfaction  ?  "  The  answer  of  which  was, "  He  is  secretary  to  the 
Marylebone  Literary  Institution."  Secondly,  "  Is  the  applicant  per- 
sonally known  to  you,  or  any  of  your  firm,  or  by  whom  has  he  been 
introduced  or  recommended  to  you  ?  "  The  answer  to  which  was, 
"  Only  as  above."  Thirdly,  "  In  what  capacity  do  you  intend  to  em- 
ploy the  applicant ;  and  with  reference  to  this  question,  will  you  state 
as  far  as  circumstances  will  permit,  (a)  the  nature  of  his  intended  du- 
ties and  responsibilities  ?  "  The  answer  to  which  was,  (a)  "  Mr.  W, 
is  secretary  of  the  Marylebone  Literary  Institution,  of  which  I  am 
treasurer."  Another  of  which  said  questions  was,  (c)  "  The  checks 
which  will  be  used  to  secure  accuracy  in  his  accounts,  and  when  and 
how  often  they  will  be  balanced  and  closed  ?  "  The  answer  to  which 
was,  (c)  "  Examined  by  finance  committee  every  fortnight."  Ano- 
ther of  which  said  questions  was,  (d)  "  The  saJary  or  emolument 
which  will  be  paid  to  him,  and  how  and  when  it  will  be  paid  ?  " 
The  answer  to  which  was,  (d)  "  80/.  a  year  at  present."  And  ano- 
ther of  which  said  questions  was —  Fourthly,  "  Shall  you  require  any 
further  pecuniary  guarantee  for  the  applicant's  integrity  than  that  pro- 
posed to  be  obtained  from  this  company  to  the  extent  of  £ ,  and 

if  so,  what  is  the  nature  and  amount  of  the  further  guarantee  you 
require  ?  "  The  answer  to  which  was,  "  No."  And  another  of  which 
said  questions  was  —  Fifthly,  "  Are  you  aware  of  any  reason  why  a 
guarantee  of  the  applicant's  integrity  should  be  considered  as  moie 
than  usually  hazardous  ?  "  The  answer  to  which  was,  "  No."  The 
declaration  then  averred,  that  no  answers  except  as  aforesaid  were 
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given  to  the  questions  contained  in  the  statement  or  document  in 
writing,  in  the  policy  described  as  "  Employers'  Guarantee  Propo-al,^ 
&c.,«and  that  the  said  answers  and  the  said  declaration  coDceniino^ 
the  same  were  true;  that  R.  W.,  to  wit,  on  the  said  13th  May,  1850. 
becatne  and  was  the  secretary  to  the  said  institution,  and  so  remained 
and  continued  from  the  time  of  the  sealing  of  the  policy  of  ^aran- 
tee,  until  the  18th  July,  1851,  and  the  said  institution,  during  all  that 
time,  retained  and  employed  him  in  their  service  in  the  capacity  afore- 
said; that  the  plaintiff  daring  all  that  time  remained  and  continued, 
and  still  is  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being  of  the  institution ;  that 
during  the  continuance  of  the  liability  of  the  defendants  under  the 
said  policy  of  guarantee,  to  wit,  on  the  13th  May,  1851,  the  defend- 
ants consented  to,  and  did  then  receive  from  the  said  R.  W.,  and  the 
said  R.  W.  then  paid  to  them  a  certain  other  annual  premium  or  sum 
of  2/.  IO5.,  &C.,  as  and  by  way  of  premium  or  consideration  for  con- 
tinuing such  policy  of  guarantee  for  one  year,  commencing  the  said 
last-mentioned  day  and  terminating  on  the  13th  May,  1852,    both 
inclusive,  and  thereupon,  and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  policy  of 
guarantee,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  same,  and  the  last-men- 
tioned receipt  and  payment,  the  general  funds  and  property  for  the 
time  being,  and  the  subscribed  capital  of  the  defendant  company  dar- 
ing the  last-mentioned  space  of  one  year,  commencing  and  terminat- 
ing as  aforesaid,  were  to  the  extent  or  amount  of  200/.  liable  according 
to  the  deed  of  settlement  and  rules  of  the  company,  and  subject  to 
the  rules  and  regulations,  clauses,  provisos,  stipulations,  and  condi- 
tions contained  in  the  policy  of  guarantee,  to  satisfy,  reimburse,  and 
make  good  unto  the  plaintifl,  or  other  the  treasurer  for  the  time  being 
of  the  institution,  within  three  calendar  months  next  after  proof  should 
be  given,  to  the  reasonable  satisfaction  of  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany, of  the  occurrence  of  the  next-mentioned  loss,  every  loss  what- 
soever, which,  during  the  continuance  of  the  liability  of  the  defendants 
under  the  policy,  during  the  last-mentioned  period,  should  be  sustained 
by  the  treasurer  of  the  institution  by  reason,  or  in  consequence  of  the 
want  of  integrity,  honesty,  or  fidelity  of  R.  W.,  in  or  arising  out  of 
his  employment,  to  be  such  secretary  of  the  institution,  as  in  the  same 
manner  and  according  and  subject  to  the  said  rules  and  regulations, 
clauses,  provisos,  stipulations,  and  conditions  contained  in  the  said 
policy  of  guarantee. 

The  declaration  then  set  forth,  that  after  the  13th  May,  1850,  and 
before  the  13th  May,  1852,  and  whilst  R.  W.  remained  and  continued 
such  secretary,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  liability  of  the  com- 
pany under  the  policy  of  guarantee,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  May,  1850, 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that  day  and  the  23d 
July,  1851,  R  W.,  in  the  capacity  of,  and  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment and  duties  as  such  secretary,  was  intrusted  with  and  held 
for  the  benefit  and  on  account  of  the  institution,  divers  sums  of 
money,  in  the  whole  amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  188/.  Us.  Id  ;  and  the  same  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  by  reason,  and  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  integrity 
of  R.  W.  in  his  employment  as  such  secretary,  to  wit,  by  his  embez- 
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zlement  thereof,  became,  and  was  wholly  lost,  to  wit,  to  the  institu- 
tion and  the  plaintiff  as  such  treasurer ;  and  the  plaintiff  and  the 
institution  then,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesedd,  and  not 
before,  discovered  and  had  notice  of  the  same ;  that  after  such  loss, 
and  immediately,  the  plaintiff  and  the  institution,  or  either  of  them, 
discovered  or  had  notice  of  the  same,  or  of  the  commission  or  admis- 
sion by  R.  W.,  of  the  act  which  resulted  in  the  accruer  of  the  right 
to  make  a  claim  under  the  policy  of  guarantee,  &c.,  and  within  ten 
days  of  such  discovery  and  notice,  or  either  of  them,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  forwarded  a  written  intima- 
tion of  the  same,  and  so  far  as  circumstances  would  permit,  of  all 
particulars  attending  the  commission  thereof,  and  then  gave  proof  to 
tli^e  reasonable  satisfaction  of-  the  directors  of  the  defendant  company, 
of  the  occurrence  of  the  loss ;  and  the  period  of  three  calendar 
months  next  after  such  proof,  &c.^  had  elapsed  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  present  suit ;  and  concluded  by  stating,  with  the  usual 
necessary  averments,  a  breach  by  the  defendants  in  not  making  good 
the  above  loss  of  188Z.  lis.  Id,  although  the  funds  of  their  company 
were  sufficient  for  the  purpose. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendants  pleaded,  first,  as  to  lOOZ.,  parcel 
of  the  188/.  Us.  Id.,  &c.,  payment  of  money  into  court,  and  no  da- 
mage ultra;  secondly,  that  ''the  statement  or  document  in  writing,  in 
the  policy  of  guarantee  in  the  declaration  in  this  action,  mentioned 
and  described  as  "  Employers'  Guarantee  Proposal,  No.  624,"  lodged 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  declaration  in  the  statement  or  document 
signed  by  the  plaintiff  as  in  the  declaration  in  this  action  mentioned, 
were  respectively  lodged  and  signed,  and  all  the  several  questions  and 
answers  in  the  statement  and  document  in  'the  declaration  in  this 
action  mentioned  were  respectively  proposed  to  and  returned  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  treasurer  of  the  institution  in  the  declaration  mentioned 
by  and  With  the  authority  of  the  said  institution,  to  form  and  did 
form,  the  basis  of  the  contract  for  such  guarantee  as  in  the  declaration 
in  this  action  mentioned  ;  and  that  whilst  R.  W.  remained  and  con- 
tinued such  secretary  as  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  before  the 
loss  of  the  residue  of  the  sum  of  188i  Us.  let,  and  before  the  want  of 
fidelity,  &c.,  of  R.  W.  io  respect  of  that  residue,  and  before  his  embez- 
zlement thereof,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  May,  1850,  and  thence  continually 
until  and  after  the  loss  of  the  whole  of  the  said  residue,  &c.,  and  the  want 
of  integrity,  &c.,  of  R.  W.  in  respect  thereof,  and  his  embezzlement 
thereof,  divers,  to  wit,  twenty-six  of  the  fortnights  for  the  examination 
by  a  finance  committee  of  the  accounts  of  R.  W.  in  the  answers  to  the 
third  question  in  the  declaration  in  this  action  mentioned  had  elapsed, 
and  the  plaintiff  and  the  institution  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  wholly 
failed  and  neglected,  during  the  whole  of  the  time  last  aforesaid,  to 
use  the  said  checks  to  secure  jaccuracy  in  his  accounts,  by  any  fort- 
nightly or  any  other  examination  thereof,  &c.,  by  any  finance  com- 
mittee ;  and  wholly  failed  and  neglected  to  hold  or  institute,  or  cause 
to  be  held  or  instituted,  any  such  examination  stipulated  for  as  part 
of  the  basis  of  the  contract  of  guarantee  in  the  policy  of  guarantee,  and 
the  statement  or  document  described  as  "  Employers'  Guarantee 
VOL.  XIV.  45 
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Proposal,  No.  624,"  and  the  questions  and  answers  therein  and  in 
the  said  declaration  in  this  action  mentioned,  and  daring  all  the  time 
last  aforesaid  no  sach  examination  was  ever  had  or  held :  and  the 
defendants  further  say  that  the  loss  of  the  whole  of  the  said  residne 
of  the  sum  of  188Z.  lis.  Irf.,  and  the  want  of  integrity,  &c.,  of  R.  W. 
in  respect  thereof,  and  his  embezzlement  thereof,  occurred  durihg  the 
time  of  such  failure  and  neglect  to  examine  his  accounts  by  a  finance 
committee  every  fortni^t,  and  in  consequence  and  by  reason  of  snch 
failure,  neglect,  and  default,  &c."  The  plaintiff  took  out  of  court  the 
money  paid  in  under  the  first  plea;  and  to  the  second  demurred  spe- 
cially. The  defendant  joined  in  demurrer,  but  it  was  agreed,  on  the 
argument,  not  to  notice  matter  of  form,  and  discuss  only  matter  of 
substance. 

Bovill,  for  the  plaintiff.  This  is  an  absolute  policy  of  guarantee 
for  the  fidelity  of  R.  W.,  while  secretary  to  the  Marylebone  Literary 
and  Scientific  Institution.  The  other  side  will  contend,  that  its  effe<i 
is  conditional  on  his  accounts  being  examined  every  fortnight  by  the 
finance  committee  of  that  body.  But  in  policies  of  insurance  there 
is  a  great  difference  between  general  statements  and  warranties.  If 
the  provision  in  this  policy  as  to  the  mode  of  examining  the  accounts 
of  R.  W.  is  to  be  read  as  a  warranty,  the  neglecting  to  examine  them 
for  a  day,  or  even  an  hour,  after  the  time  specified  would  put  an  end 
to  the  policy. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.,  referred  to  Skaw  v.  Robberds,  6  Ad.  &.  El.  75 ; 
and  Martin,  B.,  Barrett  v.  Jermy^  3  Exch.  635. 

Bovill  was  then  stojjped.] 

Lushj  contr^  The  stipulation  in  this  policy  that  the  accounts  of 
R.  W.  are  to  be  examined  every  fortnight  forms  part  of  the  basis  of 
the  contract  between  the  parties,  and  as  such  amounts  to  a*  warranty. 
In  policies  of  insurance  the  distinction  between  a  warranty  and  a 
representation  depends  on  this  —  whatever  materially  affects  either 
the  risk  or  premium,  even  though  put  in  the  margin  of  the  instru- 
ment, is  to  be  construed  as  a  warranty ;  whereas,  any  thing  else  con- 
tained in  it  is  a  mere  representation,  the  fialsity  of  which  does  not 
vitiate  the  policy,  unless  shown  to  have  been  wilfully  and  fraudu- 
lently made.  In  De  Hahn  v.  Hartley^  1  T.  R.  343,  Lord  Mansfield 
says,  "  A  warranty  in  a  policy  of  insurance  is  a  condition  or  a  con- 
tingency, and  unless  that  is  performed,  there  is  no  contract.  It  is 
perfectly  immaterial  for  what  purpose  a  wanranty  is  introduced ;  but 
being  inserted,  the  contract  does  not  exist  unless  it  is  literally  com- 
plied with.  Now  in  the  present  case,  the  condition  was,  the  sailing 
of  the  ship  with  a  certain  number  of  men ;  which  not  bein^  complied 
with,  the  policy  is  void."  The  fact  that  the  accounts  of  a  person 
intrusted  with  money  will  be  examined  at  certain  stated  times  by  his 
employer,  materially  effects  the  risk  incurred  by  a  party  who  insures 
his  fidelity.  But  further,  the  language  of  this  particular  policy  shows 
the  intention  of  the  parties  that  this  examination  of  accounts  should 
be  matter  of  substance.     The  contract  was  entered  into  on  the  faith 
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of  the  credit  given  to  the  answers  to  several  questions.  Some  of  these 
relate  |p  things  past,  and  are  consequently  not  the  subjects  of  war- 
ranty ;  the  rest  relate  to  future  events,  but  of  these  one,  namely, 
the  amount  of  the  salary,  is  not  a  warranty  ;  the  answer  being  quali- 
fied, t.  e.  so  much  at  present  But  the  answer  to  the  question  as  to 
the  capacity  in  which  R.  W.  is  to  be  employed,  is  absolute  and 
involves  a  warranty  —  if  I  make  myself  surety  for  a  man  employed 
as  a  porter,  and  his  employer  makes  him  treasurer,  m^  guarantee  i^ 
at  an  end.  So,  the  question  and  answer  under  consideration,  what 
"  checks  will  be  used  to  secure  accuracy  in  his  accounts  ?"  relate  to  a 
future  event,  and  are  in  an  absolute  form. 

[Martin,  B.  According  to  your  argument,  if  the  finance  committee 
neglected  to  examine  this  man's  accounts  for  one  week  after  the  end 
of  any  fortnight  of  his  service,  the  whole  security  of  the  guarantee 
would  be  gone.] 

If  the  opposite  construction  is  to  prevail  they  might  with  safety 
leave  those  accounts  unexamined  for  ten  years. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  Suppose  that  after  the  making  of  the  policy,  the 
company  adopted  some  more  convenient  mode  of  securing  the  accu- 
racy of  their  secretary's  accounts ;  e.  g,  by  compelling  him  every 
evening  to  pay  in  to  a  banker's  all  the  moneys  received  by  him  during 
the  day,  and  that  he  afterwards  ran  off  with  a  sum  of  money,  would 
the  defendants  be  liable  ?  If  this  is  a  warranty  it  must  be  construed 
lUprally,  and  therefore,  although  the  company  had  found  out  a  better 
mode  of  checking  his  accounts,  they  would  stiU  be  obliged  to  go 
through  the  idle  ceremony  of  having  them  examined  by  the  finance 
committee.] 

That  argument  cannot  apply  to  the  present  case,  for  the  plea  express- 
ly avers,  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  in  .consequence  of  the  neglect 
of  the  company  to  examine  the  accounts  according  to  the  provision 
in  the  policy.  The  cases  which  have  been  cited  diiler  in  this,  that  in 
none  of  them  was  it  stated  that  the  representation  in  question  should 
form  tlje  basis  of  the  contract 

Bovill  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  The  manner  in  which  this  question  is  put  in  the 
policy,  the  questions  with  which  it  is  associated  in  that  instrument, 
and  the  decisions  which  have  taken  place  on  other  policies  of  insur- 
ance, lead  us  to  the  conclusion,  according  to  the  best  opinion  we  can 
form  on  the  subject,  that  the  portion  of  the  policy  in  question  was  not 
meant  or  understood  by  the  office  as  any  thing  more  than  a  declara- 
tion of  the  course  they  intended  to  pursue ;  and  if  that  communica- 
tion was  made  bond  fide  and  honestly  at  the  time,  I  think  it  does  not 
prejudice  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action.  Our  judg- 
ment, therefore,  must  be  for  the  plaintiff. 

Alderson,  Platt,  and  Martin,  BB.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff* 
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Saunders  v.  Davies  and  Wife.^ 

May  28,  1852. 

Practice  —  Costs  of  New  Trial —  Perverse  Verdict. 

• 

This  was  an  action  of  contract ;  to  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
the  general  issue  and  payment.  At  the  trial,  before  Martin,  B.,  the 
defence  set  up  was  that  payment  had  been  made  to  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  he  had  afterwards  rsitiiied  that  payment.  The 
judge  having  left  the  case  to  the  jury,  they  found  for  the  defendant. 

GrovCi  in  Easter  term,  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence  and  perverse. 

Benson  (abs.  J.  Evans)  showed  cause,  and  contended  that  there  was 
some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. 

Grove  and  Bowen  appeared  in  support  of  the  rule. 

The  court  having  intimated  an  intention  to  make  the  rule  absolute, 
the  question  arose  whether  it  should  be  on  payment  of  costs. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  My  definition  of  a  perverse  vefdict  is  this  — 
when  a  jury  choose  not  to  take  the  law  from  the  judge,  but  will  act 
on  their  own  erroneous  view  of  the  law.  In  such  cases,  however 
bonest  the  intentions  of  the  jury  may  be,  their  verdict  is  perverse. 

Alderson,  B.  At  any  rate  such  a  verdict  ought  to  fall  within  the 
same  rule  as  mistakes  made  by  a  judge  as  to  the  law.  I  cannot 
conceive  any  reason  why,  if  a  jury  take  on  them  to  determine  the 
law,  and  determine  it  wrong,  there  should  be  a  difference  as  th  costs. 
There  is,  however,  this  difference,  when  they  decide  wrong  on  the 
facts,  namely,  that  they  are  in  a  different  position  from  us ;  for  they 
have  had  before  them  the  demeanor  of  the  witnesses,  and  other  mat- 
ters not  visible  to  the  court,  and  thus  may  have  had  reasons  for  their 
verdict  of  which  we  know  nothing. 

Martin,  B.  I  never  could  understand  why  parties  are  to  pay 
costs  where  juries  give  verdicts  contrary  to  evidence. 

Alderson,  B.     Nor  I. 

Pollock,  C.  B.  I  agree  with  my  brothers  Alderson  and  Martin. 
It  is  time  that  parties  who  are  in  no  default  whatever,  and  not  re- 
sponsible for  mistakes  committed  in  the  administration  of  justice. 


1 16  Jur.  481. 
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ehoTild  not  be  compelled  to  pay  costs  when  they  come  to  the  court 
for  redress. 

Platt,  B.    Where  injustice  has  been  done. 

The  court  deeming  the  verdict  perverse,  made  the  — 

lUde  absolute^  without  costs. 


Clay  and  another  i;.*Southebn.^ 

April  19, 1852. 

Joint'Stock  Comptmy —  Contract  —  Principal  and  Agent. 

A  joint-stock  company,  consisting  of  more  than  twenty-flTO  memben,  was  formed  snbse- 

?aentl7  to  the  5th  of  September,  1844,  bat  not  registered  pursuant  to  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110. 
ts  capital  was  diyided  into  shares,  and  its  profits  divided  amone  the  holders  of  them,  bnt 
any  proprietor  could  transfer  his  shares  without  the  oons^t  of  2ie  rest  A,  a  member  of 
this  company,  entered,  by  means  of  a  memorandum  made  by  B,  his  agent,  into  a  contract 
with  C,  mat  the  company  should  supply  him  with  certain  articles  on  certain  conditions. 
Those  articles  were  supplied  accordin^y,  and  were  shown  to  be  the  property  of  the  com- 
pany:— 

Hddf  that  A  might  sne  C  on  this  contract 

Assumpsit  by  the  plaintiffs  Clay  and  Newman,  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  and  on  an  account  stated.  Plea,  non  assumpsit.  The  bill 
of  particulars  described  the  action  as  brought  to  recover  payment  for 
certain  iron  pillars  and  brino,  supplied  by  the  plaintii]^  to  the  defend- 
ant. At  the  trial,  before  Platt,  B.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
members  of  a  salt  manufacturing  company,  entitled  ^<  The  Droitwich 
Patent  Salt  Company."  The  capital  of  this  company  was  divided 
into  shares,  and  its  profits  divided  among  the  holders  of  them ;  but 
though  formed  since  the  5th  September,  1844,  and  consisting  of  more 
than  twenty-five  members,  any  one  of  whom  could  transfer  his  shares 
without  the  consent  of  the  rest,  the  company  was  not  registered  pur- 
suant to  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110.  The  goods,  the  subject  of  the  present 
action,  were  the  property  of  the  company,  and  had  been  delivered 
under  the  following  agreement;  whether  made  by  authority  of  the 
company  did  not  appear :  — 

<<  Memorandunij  Dec.  30, 1850. 

"  The  company  to  supply  Mr.  Southern  with  brine  at  6A  per  ton 
of  salt  The  company's  and  Mr.  Southern's  make  of  salt  to  be  regu- 
lated according  to  the  superficial  measure  of  their  respective  pannage. 
A  minimum  price  to  be  fixed  for  fine  and  broad  salt     The  company 


^  16  Jnr.  1074 ;  7  Exchequer  Bep.  717. 

46* 
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to  be  at  liberty  to  discontiue  eapplying  Mr.  Sonthem  with  brine  on 
giving  twenty-one  days'  notice,  and  IVb.  Sonthem  to  be  at  liberty  to 
cease  taking  the  brine  on  giving  a  similar  notice. 

"  For  Clay  &  Newman, 

•  «J.  W.Lea. 
**  Henry  Southern  " 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiffs'  case  it  was  objected  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  the  proper  parties  to  sne^ 
the  entire  consideration  proceeding  from  the  company,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs being  nothing  more  than  their  agents  to  make  the  contract  Tbe 
judge  refused  to  stop  the  case,  but  reserved  leave  to  the  defendant's 
counsel  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  that  point.  The  jury  haviog 
found  for  the  plaintifis  for  203l  13^., 

Alexander  moved  accordingly.  The  contract  here  was  in  truth  the 
contract  of  the  coinpany ;  the  present  plaintiffs  could  neither  sne  nor 
be  sued  upon  it  The  case  closely  resembles  Lmcos  v.  Beachf  1  Man. 
&  G.  417;  1  Scott's  N.  R.  360;  4  Jur.  631. 

[Parke,  B.  The  rale  is  that  an  action  may  be  maintained  either 
against  the  person  who  Qiakes  a  contract  or  against  those  by  whom 
he  was  employed  to  make  it.  Here  the  parties  making  the  contract 
are  the  plaintiffs,  and  they  may  declare  on  it  for  themselves,  though 
the  consideration  proceeded  from  the  company.  There  was  a  case 
of  Williams  v.  Marsden  to  this  effect,  which  was  tried  on  the  Oi/ord 
circuit  by  Patteson,  J. 

Gray,  amicus  Ouria^  here  mentioned  that  that  action  was  brought 
by  one  J.  W.,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  proprietors  of  a 
Yorkshire  mine,  who  were,  like  the  present  company,  a  fluctuating 
body ;  that  the  court  in  banc  had  granjted  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  on 
another  point,  but  refdsed  one  on  the  present  ground. 

Parke,  B.,  then  read  that  case  from  a  manuscript  note,  obsernng 
that  the  present  was  as  like  it  as  possible ;  and  that  Lucas  v.  B^och 
differed  in  this,  that  there  the  very  mode  in  which  the  contract  \itw 
signed  showed  it  to  have  been  signed  on  behalf  of  the  coropanyj 
whereas  here  the  plaintiffs  signed  the  contract  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves ;  and  that  too  by  means  of  their  agent,  who  could  not  be  con- 
sidered in  any  sense  as  the  agent  of  the  company.]  .  . 

The  precise  language  of  the  contract  in  Williams  v.  Marsden  migh^ 
perhaps  be  "ascertained  on  inquiry. 

Parks,  B.  The  principle  is  so  plain  that  we  need  not  look  at  any 
other  contracts.  Looking  at  this  contract  on  the  face  of  it  on^y;  W 
and  Newman  may  be  treated  as  the  contracting  parties.  They  con- 
tract for  themselves  that  the  defendant  shall  be  supplied  with  bruie 
by  the  company  from  time  to  time.     It  is  a  well  established  rule  o 


by  the  company 

law,  that  either ' 

on  it,  or  those  by  whose  authority 

be  that  the  company  could  adopt  t 

ing  that  Clay  and  Newman  were  authorized  to  make  it  on 


law,  that  either  the  party  actually  entering  into  the  contract  may  s 
on  it,  or  those  by  whose  authority  he  contracts.     In  this  case  ita^. 
be  that  the  company  could  adopt  thfa  contract  and  sue  on  it,  by  sn^  ^ 
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behalf;  and  though  on  the  other  hand  if  Clay  and  Newman  would 
be  responsible  for  violating-  their  contract  in  not  supplying  the  defend- 
ant with  brine  as  agreed  on,  still  it  does  not  follow  that  the  company 
are  not  responsible  on  the  same  contract,  if  it  could  be  proved  that 
Clay  and  Newman  entered  into  it  on  their  behalf.  There  is  good 
reason  why  such  actions  as  these  should  be  maintainable ;  for  this 
company  being  a  fluctuating  body,  not  registered,  and  the  shares  of 
any  member  being  transferrable  eld  libitum  without  the  consent  of  the 
others,  it  would  be  impossible  for  parties  to  ascertain  whom  to  sue. 

Alderson,  and  Martin,  BB.,  concurring! 

Rvie  refused. 


m  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

The  Eastern  Union  Railway  Company  r.  Hart  and  another.^ 

May  12,  and  June  1,  185SL 

Mortgage  by  a  Railway  Company  — ^  Right  of  Action  upon  —  Ap» 

pointment  of  Receiver. 

Where  a  corporation  is  created  for  certain  purposes,  with  power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  to 
borrow  mone^r  for  the  completion  of  those  purposes,  and  to  secore  the  repayment  of  sndi 
money  by  an  instmment  wnich  on  its  face  imports  a  covenant  for  repayment,  if  m^ey  be 
so  borrowed  and  so  secured,  and  not  duly  repaid,  an  action  may  be  maintained  against  the 
corporation  on  breach  of  the  covenant,  although  there  are  no  specific  statutory  provisions 
enabling  them  to  bind  themselves  by  such  a  covenant 

Money  was  borrowed  by  the  £.  U.  Railway  Company,  under  the  powers  conferred  by  a  local 
act  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  85),  whereby  thev  were  authorized  to  borrow,  and  to  secure  repayment 
by  mortgage  of  the  railway  and  future  calls,  (Sect.  87,)  and  to  fix  the  period  for  repay- 
ment,-in  which  case  they  were  to  cause  a  period  to  be  inserted  in  the  mortgage  deed,  at  the 
expiration  whereof  the  principal  and  arrears  of  interest  should  be  paid.  (Sect.  49.)  It  was 
further  provided,  that  if  the  principal  and  interest  were  not  paid  within  six  months  after 
they  had  become  payable,  and  after  demand  thereof  in  writing,  the  mortgagee  or  bond  cre- 
ditor might  sue  for  the  same,  or  if  his  debt  amounted  to  5,000^,  he  might  require  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  (Sect  52);  and  that  if  the  interest  remamed  unpaid  for  ti^irty  days 
after  it  had  become  due,  and  demand  thereof  made  in  writing,  the  mortgagee  or  bond 
creditor  might  sue  in  an  action  of  debt,  or  might  require  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
(Sect  51.)  It  was  further  enacted,  that  where  no  time  was  fixed  m  the  deed  or  bond  for 
the  repayment  of  the  money,  the  creditor  might,  at  any  time  after  twelve  months  from  the 
date  of  the  mortgage  deed  or  bond,  demand  payment  of  the  principal,  with  all  arrears  of 
interest,  on  giving  bIx  months'  previous  notice.    (Sect  56.) 

In  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  mortgage  deed  executed  by  the  company  under  this  act,  and 
which  deed  contained  the  following  stipulation,  **  The  principal  sum  to  be  paid  on  ^c  1st 
of  January,  1851 : "  — 

Hdd^  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  action  could  be  maintained. 

Hddy  also,  that  the  right  of  action  upon  the  mortgage  did  not  depend  solely  upon  sects.  51 
and  52,  nor  were  the  conditions  therein  mentionec^  namely,  the  expiration  of  six  months 

■""■■■  —  »  ' '  ■  -  .  ■ 

1  17  Jur.  89;   8  Exchequer  Rep.  116;    23  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  8.)  Exch.  20.    Before 
CoLERiDGB,  WiGHTMAir,  QtESswELL,  Erle,  Williahs,  Talfourd,  and  Cbomp- 

TON,  JJ. 
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in  one  case,  and  of  thirty  days  in  another,  after  demand  of  payment,  conditums  precede 
to  the  bring;inc  of  an  action  upon  such  mortgage,  but  that  such  sectionB  only  recog:nIzad  m 
preexisting  ri^t  of  action,  and  added  tiiereto  another  specific  remedy,  namely,  the  appoiat- 
ment  of  a  receiver,  at  the  option  of  the  borrower,  after  the  expiration  of  the  aboTO  pc»od. 

\Hart  T.  Eastern  Union  Railwmf  Company,  8  Eng.  Rep.  544,  affirmed.] 

This  was  a  writ  of  error,  brought  by  the  defendants  below  (the 
Eastern  Union  Railway  Company),  upon  a  judgment  of  the  Court 
of   Exchequer,  given  on  demurrer  to  the   plea  of  the   defendants 
below.     The  action  was  in  debt,  and  the  declaration  stated,  that 
"  after  the  passing  of  four  acts  of  parliament,  to  wit,  the  £asteni 
Union  Railway  Act,  1844*;  the  Eastern  Union  Railway  Amendment 
Act,  1845 ;  the  Eastern   Union,  Hadleigh,  and  Colchester  Railway 
Act,  1846 ;  and  an  act  of  the  11  &  12  Vict,  intituled  «  An  Act  to 
amalgamate  the  Eastern  Union  and  Ipswich  and  Bury  St.  Edmond^s 
Railway  Companies ; "  and  after  the  making  of  the  deed  of  mortgage 
hereinafter  mentioned,  it  was  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  com- 
missioners of  railways,  and  certified  by  them,  that  one  half  of  the  whok 
amount  of  the  capital,  exclusive  of  loans,  by  the  several  acts  of  jpax- 
liament,  relating  to  the  company,  namely,  the  Eastern  Union  Rail- 
way Company,  mentioned  and  referred  to  in  the  first-mentioned  act 
of  parliament,  authorized  to  be  raised,  and  also  half  of  the  capital 
authorized  to  be  raised  by  acts  of  parliament,  relating  to  the  Ipswich 
and  Bury  St.  Edmund's  Railway  Company,  mentioned  and  referred 
to  in  the  said  act  fourthly  above  mentioned,  had  been  actually  paid 
up  and  expended  for  the  purposes  authorized  by  the  several  acts  of 
parliament,  relating  to  the  said  two  last  mentioned  companies  respect- 
ively^ and  that  thereupon,  and  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  parliament, 
fourthly  above-mentioned,  the  defendants  became  incorporated  by 
the  said  name  of  ''  The  Eastern  Union  Railway  Company."     That 
after  the  passing  of  the  said  acts  of  parliament,  and  of  the  Eastern 
Union  and  Harwich  Railway  and  Pier  Act,  1847,  and  before  the 
granting  of  the  certificate,  the  Eastern  Union  Railway  Company,  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  last-mentioned  act,  and  also 
of  an  order  of  a  general  meeting  of  the   last-mentioned  company 
them  empowering,  by  a  certain  deed  of  mortgage,  in  consideration 
of  1,000/.  by  the  company  then  borrowed  at  interest  from  the  plain- 
tiffs, the  company  did  assign  to  the  plaintiffs  the  undertaking  in  the 
said  last-mentioned  act  mentioned,  and  all  the  tolls  and  sums  of 
money  arising  by  virtue  of  that  act,  and  all  the  estate,  right,  icc^  of 
the  company  in  the  same,  to  hold  unto  the  plaintiffs  until  the  sum  of 
1,000Z.,  with  interest  at  5L  per  cent,  should  be  satisfied;  and  by  the 
said  deed  it  was  stipulated  that  the  principal  sum  of  1,000/.  should 
be  repaid  on  the  Ist  January,  1851,  being  the  period  fixed  by  the 
company  for  the  payment  thereof,  which  period  elapsed  after  the 
certificate,  before  the  demand  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  before  ao 
tion."     Averment,  that  before  the  making  of  the  said  order  of  the 
said  general' meeting,  and  the  borrowing  of  the  money,  all  the  moneys 
by  the   acts  of  parliament,  first,  secondly,  and  thirdly  above-men- 
tioned, authorized  to  be  raised  by  shares,  had  been  subscribed  for, 
and  that  half  thereof  had  been  paid  up ;  and  that  the  sum  so  bor* 
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rowed  of  the  plaintifls  did  not,  at  the  time  of  the  borrowing  and  at 
the  date  of  the  mortgage,  together  with  other  sums  then  borrowed 
under  the  authority  of  the  said  acts,  exceed  the  sum  of  66,666/.,  in 
addition  to  the  sum  which,  by  the  three  last-mentioned  acts,  the 
Eastern  Union  Railway  Company  was  empowered  to  borrow ;  and 
that,  from  the  making  of  the  said  deed,  the  plaintiffs  have  been  and 
still  are  the  holders  of,  and  entitled  to  the  said  deed  of  mortgage ;  and 
that  the  said  principal  sum  of  1,000/.  was  not  paid  to  the  plaintiffs  on 
the  1st  January,  1851,  but  that  the  said  principal  sum  ia  still  due. 
The  declaration  then  stated  a  demand  of  payment  of  the  1,000/.,  and 
non-payment  by  the  defendants.  The  plea  craved  oyer  of  the  mort- 
gage deed,  which  was  in  these  words  — "  Eastern  Union  Railway 
Company.  Debenture  bond,  1,000/.  mortgage.  No.  112.  By  virtue 
of  an  act  passed  on  the  22d  July,  1847,  intituled  *  The  Eastern  Union 
and  Harwich  Railway  and  Pifer  Act,'  we,  the  Eastern  Union  Railway 
Company,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  1,000/.  paid  to  us  by  J.  G. 
Hart,  of  Stowmarket,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  Esq.,  and  Charles 
Robert  Bree,  of  Stowmarket,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk,  surgeon,  do 
assign  unto  the  said  J.  G.  Hart  and  Charles  Robert  Bree,  their  exe- 
cutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  the  said  undertaking,  and  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  company  in  the  same,  to  hold 
unto  the  said  J.  G.  Hart  and  Charles  Robert  Bree,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  until  the  said  sum  of  1,000/.,  together 
with  interest  for  the  same,  at  the  rate  of  5/.  for  every  100/.  by  the 
year,  be  satisfied,  the  principal  sum  to  be  paid  on  the  1st  January, 
1851.  Given  under  our  common  seal,"  &c.  The  defendants  then 
pleaded  that  they  borrowed  from  various  other  persons  divers  sums 
of  money,  parcels  of  the  66,666/.,  and  executed  to  them  mortgages 
of  the  same  tolls  and  sums  of  money  as  are  mentioned  in  the  deed- 
poll,  and  in  the  form  given  in  schedule  (C^  ;  that  the  1,000/.  men- 
tioned in  the  declaration  was  another  parcel  of  the  66,666/. ;  that  the 
said  sums  are  still  unpaid,  and  that  the  sums  applicable  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof  are  insufficient ;  that,  for  securing  to  the  said  mortga- 
gees their  proportions,  it  was  necessary  for  a  receiver  to  be  appointed 
to  divide  the  same  ratably,  or  that  some  other  course,  not  being  an 
action  at  law,  should  be  adopted ;  and  that  the  present  action  was 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  obliging  the  defendants  to  pay  to  the 
plaintiffs  more  than  their  just  .proportion  of  the  mortgaged  tolls  and 
sums  of  money.*  To  this  plea  there  was*  a  demurrer,  upon  which 
judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiffs  below.* 


I  The  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85, "  An  Act  for  making  a  nulway  from  Colchester  to  Ipswich," 
enacts,  by  section  51,  "in  order  to  provide  /or  the  arrears  of  interest  and  ccSts,  or  of 
the  principal  and  interest  and  costs,  of  any  such  mortgage  or  bond,  at  the  respective 
times  at  which  such  interest,  or  such  principal  and  interest  and  costs,  become  due,  that 
if  such  interest,  or  anj  part  thereof,  shall,  tor  thirty  days  after  the  same  shall  have  be- 
come due,  and  demand  thereof  shall  have  been  made  in  writing,  remain  unpaid,  the 
mortgagee  or  bond  creditor  may  either  sue  for  the  interest  so  in  arrear  by  action  of  debt 
in  any  of  the  superior  courts,  or  he  may  reauire  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  by  an 
application  to  be  made  as  hereinafter  provided." 

Section  52.  "  And  with  respect  to  such  principal  money,  interest,  and  costs,  be  it 
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^  Bramwell  ( Wtlles  with  him),  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error.     This  case 
has  been  decided  against  the  company  both  by  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer and  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  but  in  the  latter  court  it  was 
scarcely  argued,  as  it  was  felt  that  the  court  would  consider  itself 
bound  by  the  decision  of  the  exchequer.     The  question  turns  on  the 
sufficiency  of  the  declaration ;  and  that  depends  upon  another  ques- 
tion, namely,  whether  a  right  of  action  is  given  by  statute  against 
the  company  upon  this  instrument     The  compt^ny  are  a  statutory 
corporation  for  certain  purposes,  and  they  cannot  act  except  in  con- 
formity with  their  powers,  which  they  must  strictly  follow :  The  EaM 
Anglian  Railways  Company  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  RaUway  Com- 
pany ^  16  Jur.  249 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  505,  in  which  a  contract  for  a 
lease  by  a  railway  company  was  held  bad,  as  being  uUra   vires. 
Gage  V.  The  Newmarket  Railway  Company^  16  Jur.  1136 ;  s.  c.  onie^ 
p.  57,  is  to  the  same  effect.     The  special  act  empowers  the  com- 
pany to  borrow  money,  and  the  statutes  and  instruments  them- 
selves are  to  be  looked  at  in  order  that  it  may  be  seen  whether  there 
is  a  right  of  action.     It  may  be  conceded,  that  if  a  right  of  action 
existed  independently  of  the  statute,  it  is  not  taken  away,  as  there  is 
no  express  prohibition ;  but  if  no  such  right  existed,  the  question 
would  be,  whether  it  was  given  by  the  statute.     The  money  was 
borrowed  under  a  local  act,  10  &  11  Vict  c.  225,  whereby  the  com- 
pany are  empowered  to  borrow  on  mortgage  or  bond,  as  in  the  8  & 
9  Vict  c.  94,  which  refers  to  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85,  which,  in  fact,  is 
the  regulating  act  of  all  these  local  acts.     If  no  term  is  fixed  for 
repayment,  the  bond  does  not  contain  any  terms  of  covenant    K  a 
term  is  fixed,  yet  the  repayment  must  be  according  to  the  act  of  par- 
liament    It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained in  the  one  case  and  not  in  the  other.     The  rights  of  the  obligee 
of  the  bond  are  quite  different  -  from  those  of  the  mortgagee.     (Sect 
43.)     The  latter  is  entitled  to  tolls,  and  to  be  paid  without  preference. 
The  obligee  is  entitled  to  be  paid  out  of  tolls  or  other  property  and 
effects  of  the  company.     The  obligee,  therefore,  has  a  more  extensive 
right  than  the  mortgagee,  who  has  no  specific  lien  on  the  property  mort- 
gaged.    Russell  V.  Tlie  East  Anglian  Railways  Company^  3  Mac.  &  6. 
104 ;  s.  c.  1  Eng.  Rep.  101.    It  is  reasonable  there  should  be  a  power  to 
borrow  without  rendering  the.  company  liable  to  actions.    Sects.  51  and 
52  give  actions  only  after  demand  in  writing,  and  a  lapse  of  six  months 
and  thirty  days.     There  is  no  allegation  of  the  lapse  of  six  months  and 
thirty  days,  and  the  allegation  of  demand  would  be  satisfied  by  proof 
of  a  verbal  demand.     Kinning  v.  Buchanan^  8  C.  B.  271.     The  pro- 
per remedy  in  such  a  case  as  this  is  for  the  mortagees  to  go  to  a 

enacted,  that  if  such  principal  money  ana  interest  be  not  paid  within  six  months  afler 
the  same  has  become  payable,  and  demand  thereof  in  writinff,  the  mortgagee  or  bond 
creditor  may  sue  for  the  same  in  any  of  the  superior  courts  of  law  or  equity ;  or,  if  bis 
debt  amount  to  the  sum  of  5,000/.,  he  may  alone,  or,  if  his  debt  does  not  amount  to  the 
sum  of  5,000/.,  he  may  in  conjunction  with  other  mortaagees  or  bond  creditors  whose 
debts,  beinff  so  in  arrear  after  demand  as  aforesaid,  shall,  together  with  his,  amount  to 
the  sum  of  10,000/.,  require  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  by  an  application  to  be 
made  as  hereinafter  provided.** 
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court  of  equity  to  enforce  their  specific  lien,  as  the  proper  tribunal  for 
adjusting  the  rights  of  the  parties.  PofUet  v.  Hie  Basingstoke  Canal 
Company,  3  Bing.  N.  C,  433 ;  Pardoe  v.  Pnce,  11  M.  &  W.  427  ;  13 
M.  &  W.  267 ;  16  M.  &  W.  451 ;  Doe  v.  The  St.  Helen's  Rail- 
way  Company,  2  Q.  B.  364 ;  Doe  v.  Ledxard,  4  6.  &  Ad.  137.  It 
has  been  decided  that  there  is  no  right  of  action  against  companies 
or  trustees  who  mortgage  tolls  or  profits  of  an  undertaking.  The 
statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  85,  is  repealed,  but  it  is  necessary  to  consider 
its  provisions,  because  the  Court  of  l^xchequer  relied  upon  it  The 
stat.  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  174,  is  the  repealing  act ;  and  if  it  does  not 
alter  the  former  act,  then  the  six  months  and  demand  in  writing  are 
necessary.  If  it  does,  then  the  right  of  action  is  taken  away  abso* 
lutely,  except  for  interest,  and  a  right  is  given  of  appointing  a  re- 
ceiver for  the  principal  only.  It  may  well  be,  that  on  the  amadgama- 
tion  the  creditors  agreed  to  give  up  all  right  of  action  for  the  larger 
sum,  namely,  the  principal,  and  to  look  to  the  undertaking  itself. 

[Williams,  J.  Suppose,  under  the  43d  section,  the  interest  is  paid, 
and  the  creditor  wants  the  principal,  how  is  he  to  get  it?  The 
appointment  of  a  receiver  seems  to  be  made  dependent  upon  the 
interest  being  unpaid.] 

The  section  is  inartificially  drawn.  It  may  be  that  the  debt  is  to 
be  irredeemable  as  long  as  the  interest  is  paid. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  Stat.  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  225,  though  passed  after  the 
10  &  11  Vict  c.  174,  does  not  refer  to  it,  but  only  to  the  8  &  9  Vict, 
c.  94,  which  again  refers  to  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  86.] 

Probably  because  the  10  &  11  Vict  c.  174,  was  conditional,  and  to 
come  into  force  only  upon  a  certificate  being  granted.  The  certificate 
was  not  given  until  after  this  mortgage,  and  after  the  passing  of  both 
acts  of  parliament 

[WioHTMAN,  J.  Then  the  10  &  11  Vict  c.  174,  has  no  operatfon 
upon  this  question.] 

That  is  so.  The  question,  in  fact,  turns  chiefly  on  sects.  51  and  52 
of  stat.  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85.  The  section  of  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act  therein  referred  to  was  inserted,  not  to  give  a  right 
of  action,  but  to  prevent  it  from  being  taken  away  where  it  had 
been  already  given.  That  act  applies,  not  only  to  railway  companies 
but  to  other  companies,  which  may  have  very  different  powers  as  to 
borrowing  money. 

Mellishj  for  the  defendants  in  error.  The  instrument,  looked  at  with 
reference  to  the  acts  of  parliament,  amounts^  to  a  covenant  to  pay 
the  money  on  the  day  therein  named.  It  is  not  disputed  that  the 
company  can  enter  into  such  contracts  only  as  they  are  empowered 
to  execute  by  their  acts ;  but  it  cannot  be  denied  that  they  had  power 
to  put  the  common  seal  to  this  instrument ;  and  the  question  is,  what 
is  its  construction  ?  Primd  facie  a  right  of  action  is  given,  as  that 
would  be  the  natural  operation  of  the  instrument  It  would-  be  a 
kind  of  trap  to  the  creditor  if  it  were  otherwise.  It  is  true,  the  legis- 
lature may  use  words  in  a  non-natural  sense,  but  that  is  not  to  be 
presumed. 
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[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  The  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85,  may  be  said  to  be  the  regu- 
lating statute  ;  and  though  it  is  repealed,  yet  it  is  in  force  for  certain 
purposes.] 

The  section  relied  upon  in  that  act  by  the  defendants  in  eiror  is 
the  49th.     Here  is  an  instrument  in  the  form  given  by  the  legislature, 
and  a  section  of  the  act  declaring^that  if  a  time  is  fixed  for  payment, 
(as  it  is  here,)  the  amount  shall  be  paid.     It  is  unreasonable  that  the 
company  should  have  an  option  of  paying  on  the  day  named  or  at 
the  expiration  of  six  months.     They  would  then  decide  according  to 
the  prevailing  rate  of  interest,  and  it  would  be  a  great  inconvenience 
to  creditors.     The  true  construction  of  sects.  49,  51,  and  52  is,  that 
the  creditor  may  sue  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed  by  the  instru- 
ment for  payment,  and  if  it  is  not  paid  within  six  months  be  may 
have  a  receiver  appointed.  Sects.  SO  to  S3  of  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  correspond  with  sects.  49  to  52 
of  this  local  act,  and  they  ought  to  be  construed  in  the  same  "w^y,  as 
giving  a  right  to  the  appointment  of  a  rieceiver,  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  of  action,  as  expressly  stated  in  the  general  act     The  right 
of  bond  and  of  mortgage  creditors  is  the  same.     In  the  schedule  of 
the  local  act  the  form  of  bond  is  that  of  an  ordinary  money  bond, 
payable  on  a  day  certain.     It  is  the  same  as  the  form  in  the  Com- 
panies Clauses  Consolidation  Act     There  is  no  other  remedy  than 
by  action  and  appointment  of  a  receiver.     In  Doe  v.  The  SC  HekfCs 
Railway  Compaaiy  it  was  held,  that  no  property  passed  so  as  to  enable 
the  mortgagee  to  bring  ejectment    The  mortgage  of  the  undertaking 
means  mortgage  of  the  profits  of  the  undertaking,  and  gives  only  a 
right  to  the  receipt  of  sums  of  money,  not  giving  mortgage  creditors 
any  preference  over  bond  creditors.     In  Pontei  v.  TAe  Basingsioke 
Canal  Company  not  any  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  defendants  in 
erfor  rely  are  to  be  found.     The  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  a  rail- 
way is  very  difierent  from  that  of  a  receiver  for  a  canal.   In  the  latter 
case  he  would  only  supersede  the  toll-collector ;  in  the  former  there 
would  be  great  difficulty,  on  account  of  the  different  stations  and 
branch  lines.     It  clearly  appears  from  the  declaration  that  the  action. 
was  not  brought  until  after  six  months  had  elapsed ;  but,  in  fact,  that 
is  not  necessary.     The  averment  as  to  the  demand  is,  that  it  w^ls 
made  '<  in  pursuance  of  the  statutes,"  and  that^  on  general  demurrer, 
would  be  sufficient 

Willes,  in  reply.  The  proper  way  of  considering  these  instruments 
is  to  expand  them,  and  to  look  at  them  as  if  the  conditions  contained 
in  the  acts  of  parliament  were  incorporated  in  them,  ^he  allegation 
of  demand  is  insufficient     Everard  v.  Paterson^  2  Marsh.  304. 

• 

Our.  adv.  vuU. 

June  1.  Coleridge,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment  This  case  was 
argued  during  the  last  vacation.  The  question  in  substance  is, 
whether  on  the  declaration,  with  the  instrument  declared  on  or 
imported  into  it  on  oyer,  the  action  is  maintainable  against  the  East- 
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ern  Union  Railway  Company.  We  are  of  opinion  in  the  aiSrmative, 
and  consequently  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 
It  was  not  denied  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  in  error  that  the 
instrument  itself,  on  its  face,  apart  from  all  considerations  of  its 
validity,  imported  a  covenant  by  the  company  for  repayment  of  the 
money  advanced,  upon  a  day  therein  named  for  the  purpose ;  nor 
that,  apart  from  such  consideration,  the  action  would  be  maintainable. 

But  it  was  contended,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  company,  unless 
enabled  by  specific  statutory  provisions,  could  not  bind  themselves 
by  any  such  covenant  as  this  instrument  imports,  so  as  to  give  a  right 
of  action ;  secondly,  that  not  only  were  there  no  such  enabling  clauses 
in  the  statutes  relied  on  by  the  plaintiffs,  but  that  these  statutes  give 
other  specific  remedies  for  the  recovery  of  the  money  advanced,  to 
which  alone  recourse  can  be  had ;  and,  thirdly,  it  was  contended,  that 
even  if  an  action  could  be  maintained  at  all,  it  could  onlv  be  after 
demand  in  writing,  of  which  there  was  no  sufficient  allegation  in  the 
declaration.  Now,  we  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  where  a  corpora- 
tion is  created  for  certain  purposes,  with  power  to  sue  and  to  be  suedj 
and  to  borrow  money  for  the  completion  of  those  purposes,  and  to 
secure  the  repayment  of  such  money  by  an  instrument  which  on  its 
face  imports  a  covenant  for  repayment,  if  money  be  so  borrowed  and 
so  secured,  an  action  may  be  maintained  against  the  corporation  on 
a  breach  of  the  covenant.  This  appears  to  us  a  necessary  inference 
from  the  premises  just  stated ;  and  as  all  these  premises  concur  in 
the  present  case,  this  is  enough,  without  a  more  specific  examination 
of  the  sections  of  the  various  statutes,  to  dispose  of  the  first  point 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error — a  point  undoubtedly  not  very  ear- 
nestly insisted  on  by  their  counsel. 

The  second  point  will  require  a  more  detailed  examination  of  the 
several  statutes  referred  to  in  the  argument  By  the  mortgage,  it 
appears  that  the  money  in  question  was  borrowed  under  the  powers 
conferred  by  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  225.  The  money  borrowed  under 
that  act  is,  by  the  7th  section,  borrowed  under  the  same  or  the  like 
provisions  as  are  contained  in  the  8  &  9  Vict  c.  94.  This  act,  in 
sect  6,  enables  the  company  therein  named  to  borrow  on  mortgage 
or  bond,  and  for  securing  the  repayment  of  the  mortgage  money,  to 
mortgage  the  undertaking,  as  autnorized  by  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  85. 
To  this  act,  therefore,  we  must  look ;  and  though,  by  the  10  &  11 
Vict  c.  174,  it  is  for  general  purposes  repealed,  yet  for  the  purposes 
of  our  present  inquiry  it  is  in  full  force.  The  37th  section  of  this 
act  gives  power  to  borrow,  and  secure  repayment  by  mortgage  of  the 
railway  and  future  calls.  The  49th  section  enables  the  company  to 
fix  the  period  for  the  repayment  of  the  principal  and  interest,  and  in 
such  case  they  are  to  cause  a  period  to  be  inserted  in  the  mortgage 
deed,  as  they  have  done  here,  on  the  expiration  of  which  period  it  is 
enacted  that  the  principal  and  the  arrears  of  interest  shall  be  paid  to 
the  party  entitied  to  the  mortgage.  It  being  undisputed  that  the  money 
in  question  was  borrowed  under  such  circumstances  in  all  respects  as 
satisfied  the  conditions  imposed  by  the  legislature,  and  that  the  instru- 
ment of  security  is  in  the  form  prescribed,  it  is  clear,  if  the  statute 
VOL.  XIV.  46 


542  COURT   OF  EXCHEQUER,   1852. 


The  Eastern  Union  Railway  Companj  v.  Hart 


had  stopped  here,  that  an  action  might  have  been  maintainable ;  and 
this  is  very  important  in  determining  the  construction  of  the  sections 
to  which  we  are  now  coming,  and  on  which  has  arisen  whatever 
difficulty  has  been  felt  by  any  member  of  the  court  in  the  decision  of 
this  case. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that  these,  and  these  alone,  give  any 
right  of  action,  and  upon  a  condition  which    has  not  been  compiied 
with.     The  defendants  in  error  maintain  that  they  give  no  right  of 
action,  but   only  recognize  the  preexisting  right,  and  add  thereto 
another  specific  remedy,  at  the  option  of  the  borrower.     These  sec- 
tions (51  and  52),  which   may  be  read  as  one,  commence  with  this 
preamble  — "  In  order  to  provide  for  the  recovery  of  the  arrears  of 
interest  and  costs,  or  of  the  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  of  any  such 
mortgage  or  bond,  at  the  respective  times  at  "which  such  phncipl 
interest,  and  costs  become  due."     And  the  52d  section,  as  to  prin- 
cipal and  interest  and  costs,  enacts,  "  that  if  such  principal  monej 
and  interest  be  not  paid  within  six  months  after  the  same  have 
become  payable,  and  after  demand  thereof  in  writing,  the  mortgagee 
or  bond  creditor  may  sue  for  the  same  in  any  of  the  superior  coarts 
of  law  or  equity;    or,  if  his  debt  amount  to  the   sum  of  5,000i, 
he  may  alone,  or,  if  his  debt  does  not  amount  to  bfiOOL^  he  may 
in  conjunction  with  other  mortgagees  or  bond  creditors  whose  debts, 
being  so  in  arrear  after  demand  as  aforesaid,  shall,  together  with  \i^ 
amount  to  10,000/.,  require  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,"  &c    The 
61st  section  had  previously  provided,  that  if  the  interest  shall  remaw 
unpaid  for  thirty  days  after  it  shall  have  become  due,  and  demand 
thereof  shall  be  made  in  writing,  the  mortgagee  or  bond  creditor  may 
either  sue  in  an  action  of  debt,  or  may  require  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver. 

Now,  as  to  both  principal  and  interest,  the  49th  section,  as  we  bare 
just  seen,  provided  that  they  should  be  paid  at  the  expiration  of  the 
period,  on  a  day  named  in  the  instrument  of  security.     If,  tbefefore, 
we  hold  that  the  expiration  of  six  months  in  one  case,  and  thirty  davs 
in  the  other,  after  such  period,  are  conditions  precedent  to  any  nght 
to  recover  by  action,  either  we  make  the  sections  inconsistent,  or  we 
must  suppose  a  mere  right  has  been  declared  by  the  former  section-- 
that  is,  a  right  to  repayment,  on  a  day  named  for  the  purpose,  by 
the  debtor  —  but  no  remedy  to  enforce  it  given  until  the  thirty  days, 
or  six  months  later,  with  a  superadded  condition  of  a  demand  Jn 
writing.     This,  in  itself,  would  be  unreasonable ;  and  the  °^^^,^?' 
because  these  terms  certainly  do  not  apply  to  the  company,  whjcfl  J* 
left  at  liberty  to  pay  at  a  day  named  ;  at  all  events,  a  liberty,  wliicn» 
considering  how  often  such  loans  are  made  by  way  of  inyestrocn » 
and  how  the  value  of  money  fluctuates  in  short  periods  of  ti'"^'  ^,  ' 
in  many  supposable  cases,  operate  very  inconveniently  to  the  len    • 
Moreover,  if  we  give,  this  construction  to  the  49th  section,  we  m 
do  the  same  to  the  56th,  which  provides  for  cases  where  no  time  ^^^ 
been  fixed  in  the  mortgage  deed  or  bond  for  the  repsLyinent  ol   ^^ 
money,  and  enacts,  that  the  lender  may,  at  the  expiration  of,  or 
any  time  after  the  expiration  of,  twelve  months  from  the  date  oi 
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mortgage,  deed  or  bond,  demand  payment  of  the  principal,  with  all 
arrears  of  interest,  on  giving  six  months'  previous  notice  for  that  pur- 
pose. It  would  be  strange  to  hold,  that  when,  by  six  months'  notice, 
the  money,  under  this  section,  would  become  payable  at  the  end  of 
twelve  months,  still  that  no  action  could  be  maintained  till  after  six 
months'  further  default  and  demand  in  writing ;  yet  this  must  be  the 
consequence  if  we  hold  the  right  of  action  is  given  by  the  51st  and 
52d  sections  only.  But  this  construction,  which  involves  such  diffi- 
culty, is  not  a  necessary  one.  All  the  enacting  words  of  both  would 
receive  a  full  and  satisfactory  meaning  if  we  suppose  them  to  provide 
only,  specifically  for  the  case  of  default  for  thirty  days  or  six  months 
respectively  after  demand  made  in  writing,  and  in  either  of  these 
specified  cases  to  enact  that  the  company  would  be  subject,  not  only 
to  an  action,  but,  at  an  option  of  the  lender,  to  have  a  receiver  put 
upon  them  —  an  arrangement  which,  w^hether  advantageous  or  not 
to  the  lender,  could  not  but  be  highly  inconvenient  to  them. 

We  agree  with  the  court  below  in  thinking  that  this  is  the  true 
construction  of  these  sections,  and  it  has  the  advantage  of  making 
them  agree  with  the  corresponding  sections  of  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  the  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  ss.  50,  51,  52,  53,  which 
provide  for  the  repayment  of  money  borrowed  at  interest,  where  a 
time  has  been  fixed,  and  where  no  time  has  been  fixed  in  the  instru- 
ment, and  the  last  of  which  expressly  gives  a  right  to  require  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  after  thirty  days'  or  six  months'  default,  as 
the  case  may  be,  and  after  demand  in  writing,  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  to  sue.  The  conclusion  to  which  we  have  been  thus  brought 
on  this  point  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  demand 
in  writing  is  sufi[iciently  alleged  ;  and  we  are  therefore  of  opinion  that 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


Judgment  affirmed. 
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Reoina  V.  Riley.  ^ 

Jannaiy  23,  1853. 

Larceny —  Trespass. 

Where  a  man  droTe  away  a  flock  of  lambs  from  a  field,  and  in  doing  so,  inadrertentlj  drore 
awaj  alone  with  them  a  lamb,  the  property  of  another  person,  and,  as  soon  as  he  disco- 
vered  that  ne  had  done  so,  sold  the  Ifunb  for  his  own  nse,  and  then  denied  all  knowMge 
of  it: — 

Hdd^  that  as  the  act  of  drivine  the  lamb  from  the  field,  in  the  first  instance,  was  a  tnspass, 
as  soon  as  he  appropriated  ue  lamb  to  his  own  nse,  the  trespass  became  a  felony. 

At  the  general  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Dur- 
ham, held  at  the  city  of  Durham,  before  Rowland  Burdon,  Esq^ 
chairman,  on  the  18th  October,  1852,  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
having,  on  the  5th  October,  1852,  stolen  a  lamb,  the  property  of  John 
Burnside.  The  prisoner  pleaded  not  guilty.  On  the  trial  it  was 
proved  that  on  Friday,  the  1st  October,  1852,  John  Burnside,  the  pro- 
secutor, put  ten  white-faced  lambs  intqa*field  in  the  occupation  of 
John  Clarke,  situated  near  to  the  town  of  Darlington.  On  Monday, 
the  4th  October,  the  prisoner  went  with  a  flock  of  twenty-nine  black- 
faced  lambs  to  John  Clarke,  and  asked  if  he  might  put  them  into 
Clarke's  field  for  a  night's  keep,  and  upon  Clarke  agreeing  to  allow 
him  to  do  so  for  one  penny  per  head,  the  prisoner  put  his  twenty-nine 
lambs  into  the  same  field  with  the  prosecutor's  lambs.  At  half-past 
seven  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  Tuesday,  the  5th  October,  the  prose^ 
cutor  went  to  Clarke's  field,  and  in  counting  his  lambs  he  missed  one, 
and  the  prisoner's  lambs  were  gone  firom  the  field  also.     Between 
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eight  and  nine  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  same  day,  the  prisoner 
came  to  the  farm  of  John  Calvert,  at  Middleton  St  George,  six  miles 
east  from  Darlington,  and  asked  him  to  buy  twenty-nine  lambs,  Cal- 
vert agreed  to  do  so,  and  to  give  85.  apiece  for  them.  Calvert  then 
proceeded  to  count  the  lambs,  and  informed  the  prisoner  that  thera 
were  thirty,  instead  of  twenty-nine,  in  the  flock,  and  pointed  out  to 
him  a  white-faced  lamb,  upon  which  the  prisoner  said,  ^  If  you  ob- 
ject to  take  thirty,  I  will  dmw  one."  Calvert,  however,  bought  the 
whole  of  them,  and  paid  the  prisoner  12L  for  them.  One  of  the 
lambs  sold  to  Calvert  was  identified  by  the  prosecutor  as  his  property, 
and  as  the  lamb  missed  by  him  from  Clarke's  field.  It  was  a  half- 
bred  white-faced  lamb,  marked  with  the  letter  ^  T,"  and  similar  to  the 
other  nine  of  the  prosecutor's  lambs.  The  twenty-nine  lambs  belong- 
ing to  the  prisoner  were  black-faced  lambs.  On  the  Sth  October,  m 
the  afternoon,  the  prisoner  stated  to  two  of  the  witnesses  that  he 
never  had  put  his  lambs  into  Clarke's  field,  and  had  sold  them  on  the 
previous  afternoon  for  IIL  12s.  to  a  person  on  the  Barnard  Castle 
road,  which  road  leads  west  from  Darlington.  There  was  evidence 
in  the  case  to  show  that  the  prisoner  must  have  taken  the  lambs  from 
Clarke's  field  early  in  the  morning,  which  was  thick  and  rainy.  It 
was  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  in  his  address  to  the  jury, 
that  the  facts  showed  that  the  original  taking  from  Clarke's  field  was 
by  mistake;  and  if  the  jury  were  of  that  opinion,  then,  as  the  origin- 
al taking  was  not  done  animofurandi,  the  subsequent  appropriation 
would  not  make  it  a  larceny,  and  the  prisoner  must  he  acquitted. 
The  chairman,  in  summing  up,  told  the  jury,  that  though  they  might 
be  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  did  not  know  that  the  lamb  was  in 
his  flock  until  it  was  pointed  out  to  him  by  Calvert,  he  should  rule 
that,  in  point  of  law,  the  taking  occurred  when  it  was  so  pointed  out 
to  the  prisoner,  and  sold  by  him  to  Calvert,  and  not  at  the  time  of 
leaving  the  field.  The  jury  returned  the  following  verdict:  — "  The 
jury  say,  that  at  the  time  of  leaving  the  field,  the  prisoner  did  not 
know  that  the  lamb  was  in  his  flock,  and  that  he  was  guilty  of  felony 
at  the  time  it  was  pointed  out  to  him."  The  prisoner  was  then  sen- 
tenced to  six  months'  hard  labor  in  the  house  of  correction  at  Dur- 
ham, and  being  unable  to  find  bail,  was  thereupon  committed  to  pri- 
son until  the  opinion  of  this  court  could  be  taken  upon  the  question, 
whether  Charles  Riley  was  properly  convicted  of  larceny. 

A.  Liddell  now  appeared  for  the  prisoner.  Here  the  prisoner  had 
the  lamb  in  his  possession  before  the  time  of  the  alleged  taking. 
[Pollock,  C.  B.  What  do  you  mean  by  the  term  "  possession  ?  "] 
Such  a  possession  as  would  have  enabled  him  to  maintain  trespass. 
If  it  be  said  that  the  prisoner  took  the  lamb  when  it  was  pointed  out 
to  him  on  the  road,  then  the  jury  have  not  found  that  he  knew,  or  had 
the  means  of  knowing,  at  the  time,  who  the  true  <4^ner  was.  The 
lamb  was,  in  fact,  animal  vagrans,  without  an  ownfer,  and  within  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Regina  v.  ThtMrbom^  1  Den.  C.  C.  388. 
It  was  without  an  owner.  It  Had  no  mark  upon  it  to  indicate  the 
owner's  name,  for  it  was  marked  <<  T,"  while  the  initial  of  the  prose- 
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cutor's  name  was  B.     It  was  an  estray,  to  take  which  at  commoQ 
law  was  no  larceny.     The  law,  in  cases  of  taking  by  mistake,  is  sta- 
ted in  1  Hale's  P.  C.  505.     "  If  the  sheep  of  Astray  from  his  flock  to 
the  flock  of  B,  and  B  drive  them  along  with  his  own  flock,  and  by 
mistake,  and  without  knowing  it,  or  taking  heed  of  the  difTerence, 
shear  them,  it  is  no  felony.     But  if  B  knew  them  to  be  the  sheep  of 
another  person,  and  tried  to  conceal  the  fact, — if  for  instance,  finding 
another's  mark  upon  them,  he  defaced  it,  and  put  his  own  mark  upon 
them  —  this  would  be  evidence  of  a  felony."     When,  then,  was  tbe 
felony  committed  here  ?     Was  it  when  the  lamb  left  the  possession 
of  the  true  owner  ?     It  is  submitted  that  the  question  here  is,  what 
was  the  prisoner's  intent  when  the  lamb  left  the  field  ?     His  subse- 
quent conduct  is  only  evidence  of  that  intent.     The  question  was 
left  in  this  way  to  the  jury  in  a  case  very  similar  to  the  present,  by 
Cresswell,  J.     Regina  v.  Cook^  2  Russ.  Cr.  12.     That  learned  judge 
told  the  jury,  "  that  if  a  person  find  an  animal  straying  on  the  road, 
and  take  it  with  intent  to  dispose  of  it  to  his  own  use,  it  is  larceny; 
and  that  the  question  for  their  consideration  was,  whether  the  prison- 
er BO  took  the  ewe  and  lamb,  or  whether  they  got  mixed  with  the 
sheep  he  was  driving,  and  he  took  them  away  by  mistake/'    That 
case  seems  on  all-fours  with  this.     The  question  here  ought  to  have 
been  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  lamb  got  mixed  with  the  prisoner'^ 
flock  by  mistake,  or  whether  he  had  a  felonious  intent  when  it  fi^^ 
came  into  his  possession.     It  cannot  be  said  that  there  was  no  aspof' 
tavit     If  the  lamb  had » strayed,  and  mixed  with  the  lambs  of  the 
prisoner,  he  would  be  in  the  innocent  possession  of  it  while  he  drove 
it  six  miles  along  the  road,  and  then  the  rule  laid  down  in  Thrisiks 
case,  1  Den.  C.  C.  501,  would  apply.     The  chairman,  by  his  direction 
to  the  jury,  created  a  new  state  of  facts  inconsistent  with  the  fact? 
before  the  jury.     A  man  meets  a  lamb  on  the  road  astray,  and  sells 
it,  it  being  without  an  owner ;  which  facts  do  not  in  law  amount  to 
larceny.     Is  not  this  like  the  case  where  the  prisoner  bad  possession 
of  a  chattel  dispunishably  ? 

[Parke,  B.  No  ;  that  was  not  a  case  of  trespass ;  that  was  a 
case  where  trover  might  have  been  maintained  —  where  the  chatte 
was  found,  and  the  person  who  found  it  had  a  good  title  against  aii 
the  world.] 

In  Preston's  case,  8  Eng.  Rep.  589,  where  a  bank-note  was  lo?t, 
and  found  by  the  prisoner,  it  was  held  that  the  jury  are  not  to  w 
directed  to  consider  at  what  time  the  prisoner,  after  taking  it  into  ni» 
possession,  resolved  to  appropriate  it  to  his  own  use,  but  whether  a 
the  time  he  took  possession  of  it  he  knew,  or  had  the  means  of  kuo\vj 
ing,  who  the  owner  was,  and  took  possession  of  it  with  intent  tosw^^^ 
it;  for  if  his  original  possession  of  it  was  an  innocent  one,  no  sud?i.- 
quent  change  of  his  mind  or  resolution  to  appropriate  it  to  his  ow 
use  would  amoiiit  to  larceny.  [In  conclusion,  he  cited  Leigh  s  cas  > 
2  East's  P.  C.  694.] 

Orep,  for  the  prosecution,  was  not  called  on. 
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Pollock,  C.  B.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  is  right. 
The  distinction  between  this  and  the  case  of  Regina  v.  TTiristle,  1 
Den.  C.  C.  502,  is  this  —  if  a  man  rightfully  gets  possession  of  an 
article  without  any  intention  at  the  time  of  stealing  it,  and  afterwards 
misappropriates  it,  the  law  holds  it  not  to  be  a  felony.  In  the  case 
of  Regina  v.  Thurbom^  1  Den.  C.  C.  388,  where  Parke,  B.,  delivered 
the  considered  judgment  of  the  judges,  it  was  ruled,  that  '*  if  a  man 
find  goods  that  have  been  actually  lost,  or  are  reasonably  supposed 
by  him  to  have  been  lost,  and  appropriates  them  with  the  intent  to 
take  the  entire  dominion  over  them,  really  believing,  when  he  takes 
them,  that  the  owner  cannot  be  found,  it  is  no  larceny ;  but  if  he 
takes  them  with  the  like  intent,  though  lost,  or  reasonably  supposed 
to  be  lost,  but  reasonably  believing  that  the  owner  can  be  found,  it 
is  larceny."  It  may  reasonably  be  said  not  to  be  a  violation  of  any 
social  duty  for  a  man,  who  finds  a  lost  article  to  take  it  home  for  the 
purpose  of  finding  out  the  true  owner ;  and  if  he  does  this  honestly 
in  the  first  instance,  and  afterwards,  though  he  may  have  discovered 
the  true  owner,  is  seduced  into  appropriating  it  to  his  own  use,  he  is 
not  guilty  of  larceny,  though  he  does  wrong.  So,  in  LeigKs  case^ 
2  East's  P.  C.  694,  it  appeared  that  the  prosecutor's  house  was  on 
fire,  and  the  prisoner  assisted  in  saving  some  of  his  goods,  and  took 
some  of  them  home  to  her  lodgings,  but  next  morning  denied  that 
she  had  them  in  her  possession.  She  was  found  guilty ;  but  the 
judges —  as  it  appeared  she  originally  took  the  goods  merely  from  a 
desire  of  saving  them  for,  and  returning  them  to,  the  prosecutor,  and 
that  she  had  no  evil  intention  till  afterwards  —  held  that  the  convic- 
tion was  wrong.  In  all  these  cases  the  original  possession  was  not 
wrongful.  But  in  the  case  now  before,  the  court,  the  prisoner's 
possession  of  the  lamb  was  from  the  beginning  wrongful.  The  dis- 
tinction betwee!h  the  cases  is  this  — if  the  original  possession  be 
rightful,  subsequent  misappropriation  does  not  make  it  a  felony ;  but 
if  the  original  possession  be  wrongful,  though  not  felonious,  and  then, 
animo  furandi,  he  disposes  of  the  chattel,  it  is  larceny. 

Parke,  B.  Here  the  original  taking  was  not  lawful ;  the  prisoner 
being  originally  a  trespasser,  be  continued  a  trespasser  all  along, 
just  as  at  common  law  a  trespass  began  in  one  county,  continued  in 
another ;  and  being  a  trespasser,  the  moment,  he  took  the  Iamb  with 
a  felonious  intent,  he  became  a  thief.  He  at  first  simply  commits  a 
trespass  ;  but  as  soon  as  he  entertains  a  felonious  intent,  that  becomes 
a  felonious  trespass.  LeigKs  case  was  altogether  a  different  one  from 
the  present. 

Conviction  affirmed. 
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Reoina  v.  Manning  and  Smith.^ 

November  13, 1852. 

Larceny  —  Accessory  before  the  FacL 

The  prisoner  M.  had  the  chaise  of  the  prosecator's  warehouse,  in  which  bags  were  kept ;  tlw 
prisoner  S.,  for  some  years  nad  been  m  the  habit  of  snpplying  the  prosecotor  wito  ba^a, 
which  were  nsuallj  placed  outside  the  warehouse,  and  shor&j  after  so  learing  tfiem,  eidier 
S.  or  his  wife  cidled  aad  receiTod  payment  for  them.  The  prisoner  M.  went  into  his  maa- 
ter's  warehouse,  and  clandest^ielj  removed  twenty-fonr  bags  which  had  been  marked  b^ 
his  master,  and  placed  them  oatside  the  warehouse,  in  the  place  where  S.  used  to  deposit 
the  baffs  before  payment  for  them.  Soon  afterwards  the  wife  of  S.  came  and  rlainwd  pay- 
ment n>r  the  said  twenty-four  bags.  The  prosecutor  then  sent  for  the  prisoner  S.,  whow 
upon  being  asked  respecting  the  twenty-four  bags,  said  they  had  been  placed  there  an  hcmr 
previously  by  him,  and  demanded  payment  for  them.  The  jury  found  that  the  bags  had 
oeen  so  removed  in  punsuanoe  of  a  previous  arrangement  between  the  prisoners : — 

Hdd^  that  K.  was  rightly  convicted  of  larceny,  and  that  S.  was  an  aoceBsocy  before  die  iaei 
to  the  larceny. 

Michael  Mannino  and  John  Smith  were  tried  before  B.  B.  Aim* 
strong,  Esq.,  recorder  of  Manchester,  at  the  Manchester  borough  ses- 
sions, on  the  5th  August,  1852,  for  stealing,  on  the  17th  July,  twenty- 
four  bags,  the  property  of  John  Sheridan.     The  prosecutor  was  a 
potato  dealer,  and  used  bags  in  that  trade,  and  he  also  dealt  largely 
in  bajfs,  which  he  bought  and  sold.     The  prisoner.  Manning,  had 
been  tor  several  years  in  the  prosecutor's  service,  and  had  the  care  of 
his  warehouse,  in  which  the  bass  were  kept     The  prisoner  Smith 
had  for  five  years  regularly  supplied  the  prosecutor  with  bags,  which 
he  made,  and,  from  time*  to  time,  when  he  had  finished  a  lot,  his 
custom  was  to  take  them  and  put  them  down  at  the  warehouse  door 
of  the  prosecutor,  outside  the  warehouse,  and  very  shortly  after  any 
bags  had  been  so  left  by  him,  either  he  or  his  wife,  but  generally  his 
wife,  used  to  come  and  receive  payment  for  them  firom  the  prosecutor. 
On  the  night  of  the  16th  of  July  the  prosecutor  had  a  quantity  of 
bags  in  his  warehouse  marked.     On  the  morning  of  the  17th  July  the 
prisoner  Manning  went  into  his  master's  warehouse  and  brought  oat 
twenty-four  of  the  bags  which  had  been  so  marked  by  his  master  on 
the  previous  night,  and  put  them  down  outside  the  warehouse  by  the 
door,  at  the  place  where  Smith  used  to  deposit  the  bags  he  brought 
for  the  prosecutor,  and  for  which  had  to  be  paid.     Shorfly  after  Man- 
ning had  brought  the  prosecutor's  bags  out  of  his  warehouse,  and  so 
placed  them  at  the  door.  Smith's  wife  came  and  asked  for  payment 
for  them,  as  for  bags  that  her  husband  had  brought  there  that  morn- 
ing.    Upon  this  Smith  was  sent  for,  and  was  told  what  his  wife  had 
said;    and  the  bags,  which  were  then  Iving  where  Manning  had 
placed  them,  wer^  pointed  out  to  him,  and  he  was  asked  whether  he 
had  brought  those  bags  there.     He  said,  "  Yes ;  he  had  brought  them 


1  17  Jar.  28 ;  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  217 ;  1  Pearce  C.  C.  21.    Before  Jeb- 
Tis,  C.  J.,  CoLKBiDGs,  J.,  Alderson,  B.,  Crbsswsll,  J.,  and  Platt,  B. 
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there  an  hour  before,  and  that  he  and  his  wife  had  been  working  at 
them  till  twelve  o'clock  the  night  before,  in  order  to  finish  them." 
"  Nay,"  said  the  prosecutor,  "  those  bags  are  mine."  "  Yes,"  replied 
Smith,  "  they  will  be  yours  when  you  have  paid  for  them."  Upon 
this  the  prosecutor  pointed  to  the  two  prisoners  ^Manning  being  then 
also  present)  the  marks  that  had  been  put  upon  tne  bags  the  night  be- 
fore, when  they  both  turned  the  color  of  this,  (holding  up  a  piece  of  red 
blotting  paper,)  and  they  were  giv^  into  custody.  The  learned 
recorder  told  the  jury,  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  Manning  brought 
his  master's  bags  out  of  the  warehouse  and  placed  them  outside  by 
the  door,  in  the  manner  stated,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Smith  to 
receive  payment  for  them  from  his  master,  and  with  the  intent  that  he 
should  do  so  as  if  they  had  been  new  bags  just  then  furnished  by 
Smith,  and  for  which  he  would  be  entitled  to  be  paid,  that  would  be 
larceny ;  and  that  if  they  were  satisfied  that  this  had  been  so  done 
by  Manning,  in  pursuance  of  previous' concert  and  arrangement  be* 
tween  him  and  Smith,  Smith,  though  absent  when  the  bags  were  so 
removed  out  of  the  warehouse,  would  be  an  accessary  before  the  fact 
to  the  felony.  The  jury  said  they  were  satisfied  that  the  bags  bad 
been  so  removed  out  of  the  warehouse  by  Manning,  for  the  purpose 
and  with  the  intent  aforesaid,  and  that  the  same  had  been  done  in 
pursuance  of  a  previous  arrangement  between  him  and  Smith,  and 
they  found  both  the  prisoners  guilty.  The  question  for  the  opinion 
of  the  court  was,  whether  the  facts  stated  and  found  amounted  to 
larceny. 

QrosSj  for  the  prosecution,  was  stopped  by  the  court 

Per  OuHam,  The  direction  of  the  recorder  was  quite  right ;  both 
the  prisoners  were  properly  convicted — Manning  of  larceny,  and 
Smith  as  an  accessory  before  the  fact  The  case  of  Begina  v.  BJallj 
1  Den.  C.  C.  381 ;  13  Jur.  87,^  is  expressly  in  point 

Conviction  affirmed. 


Rboina  v.  Povby.* 

NoTomber  13, 1852. 

Proof  of  Marriage  —  Law  of  Scotland. 

On  a  trial  for  bij^amy,  a  woman  was  called  as  a  witness,  who  stated  that  she  was  present  at  a 
ceremony  perrormed  in  a  private  house  in  Scotland,  by  a  minister  of  some  religions  deno- 

^  See  also  Regina  v.  HoUowa^,  18  Jar.  86,  and  ArcL  Cr.  PL,  "  Evidence  and  Frac- 
lace,"  by  Welsby,  (12th  ed.)  265. 

9  17  Jnr.  119 ;  22  Law  J.  Rep.  {v,  s.)  M.  C.  19 ;  1  Pearce,  C.  C.  82.  Before  Jeb- 
vis,  C.  J.,  CoLSBXBGX,  J.,  Aldsbson,  B.,  Crssswbll,  J.,  and  Flatt,  B. 
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mination ;  that  she  herself  was  married  in  the  same  way,  and  that  parties  always  mAiikd 
in  Scotland  in  private  houses :  — 

ffeldy  that  she  was  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  law  of  Scotland  as  to  marriage,  and 
that  her  evidence  did  not  prove  the  fact  of  a  marriage. 

At  a  general  session  of  gaol  delivery,  holden  for  the  jurisdictioD 
of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  on  Monday,  the  25th  of  November. 
1852,  William  Povey  was  tried  before  the  Common  Sergeant,  oq  an 
indictment  charging  him  with  having,  at  the  parish  of  St.  Cathbert, 
Edinburgh,  in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  Scotland,  felonioasly 
married  one  Isabella  Graham  during  the  life  of  Jane,  his  wife.     To 
prove  the  marriage  in  Scotland,  a  witness  was  called,  who  stated  that 
she  (being  the  sister  of  Isabella  Graham  above  named)  was  present 
at  a  ceremony  performed  by  a  minister  of  a  congregation  (but  w^he- 
ther  of  the  kirk  she  did  not  know),  in  the  private  house  of  the  witness 
in  Edinburgh ;  that  the  witness  herself  was  married  in  the  same  way, 
and  that  parties  always  married  in  Scotland  in  private  houses ;  that 
the  prisoner  and  her  sister  lived  together  in  the  witness's  boose  as 
man  and  wife  for  a  few  days  after  tha  ceremony,  and  then  left  for 
England.     It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  better 
evidence  of  the  -validity  of  the  second  marriage,  according  to  the  law 
of  Scotland,  should  have  been  given,  and  that  some  person  sufficiently 
conversant  with  that  law  should  have  been  called  to  prove  that  it  was 
a  legal  and  valid  marriage.    The  learned  judge,  however,  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  find  the  prisoner  guilty  if  they  would  presume,  from  the  facts 
proved,  a  marriage  valid  by  the  law  of  Scotland.     The  jury  found 
him  guilty.     It  appearing  to  the  learned  judge,  however,  that  the 
point  raised  on  the  trial  was  one  of  doubt,  and  entitled  to  considera- 
tion, he  postponed  judgment,  and  committed  the  person  to  the  cus- 
tody of  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  of  Newgate  until  the  next  session,  in 
order  that  the  opinion  of  the  judges  might  be  taken,  whether  the 
evidence  given  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  finding  of  the  jury,  or 
whether  some  witness  conversant  with  the  law  of  Scotland  should 
have  been  called  to  say  whether  the  facts  proved  constituted  a  valid 
marriage  according  to  that  law. 

Parry  now  appeared  for  the  prisoner.  It  was  necessary,  in  cases 
of  alleged  bigamy,  to  prove  an  actual  marriage ;  and  then,  in  the 
case  of  a  marriage  celebrated  in  a  foreign  country,  some  witness  or 
witnesses  should  be  called  who  were  conversant  with  the  law  of  that 
country,  to  show  that  the  marriage  so  celebrated  was  a  valid  marriage. 
In  Morris  v.  Miller^  4  Burr.  2057,  it  was  expressly  held,  that  a  mar- 
riage in  fact  must  be  proved,  though  in  civil  cases,  for  many  purposes, 
the  fact  that  parties  lived  together  as  man  and  wife  may  be  con- 
sidered to  amount  to  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence  of  marriage. 
But  here,  conceding  that  the  witness  spoke  to  certain  facts  that  might 
be  presumed  to  belong  to  the  ceremony  of  marriage,  she,  not  being 
skilled  in  the  law  of  Scotland  -—  and  for  the  purpose  of  this  argu- 
ment Scotland  was  a  foreign  country  —  was  unable  to  give  any  evi- 
dence as  to  whether  the  facts  she  spoke  to  as  having  taken  place 
amounted  to  a  valid   and  legal  marriage.     The  facts  having  been 
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brought  before  the  court,  a  witness,  conversant  with  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, whether  professionally  or  otherwise,  should  have  been  examined, 
in  order  to  show  whether  these  facts  constituted  a  marriage.  Dal- 
rymple  v.  Dalrymple^  2  Hagg.  Consis.  64 ;  The  Sussex  Peerage  case, 
11  CI.  &  Fin.  85. 

Robinson  appeared  for  the  prosecution.  No  professional  witness 
was  required  to  prove  the  requisites  of  a  valid  marriage ;  and  the 
jury  were  justified,  from  the  evidence  given  in  the  case,  in  inferring 
that  an  actual  marriage  had  taken  place.  There  was  the  ceremony, 
or  at  least  what  the  parties  themselves  represented  to  be  the  ceremony 
of  marriage,  and  that  was  followed  by  cohabitation.  Besides,  the 
conduct  of  the  prisoner  was  a  fit  subject  for  the  consideration  of  the 
jury.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  of  Vanderdankt  v. 
Thellussonj  19  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  C.  P.,  12,  decided  that  any  person  con- 
versant with  foreign  law  is  a  competent  witness.  There  a  person,  who 
was  a  hotel-keeper  in  London,  but  had  formerly  been  a  merchant  and 
stockbroker  in  Brussels,  and  who  stated  that  he  was  acquainted  with 
the  law  of  Belgium  concerning  promissory  notes  and  bills  of  exchange, 
was  allowed  to  give  evidence  to  prove  that  by  the  law  of  Belgium  it 
was  unnecessary  to  present  a  promissory  note  at  the  place  where  it  was 
made  payable  in  the  body  of  the  note.  That  case  unquestionably 
shows  that  a  professional  person  or  agent  is  not  tl^e  only  witness  that 
may  be  called  to  give  evidence  upon  questions  of  foreign  law.  Prac- 
tical knowledge  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  give  competency,  and 
that  the  witness  in  this  case  possessed,  as  it  appears  that  she  stated 
all  marriages  in  Scotland  to  be  celebrated  in  private  houses,  and  the 
ceremony  of  her  own  marriage  was  exactly  similar  to  that  of  the 
alleged  second  marriage  of  the  prisoner. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  witness  does  not  state  that  she  is  in  anyway 
acquainted  with  the  law  of  Scotland,  or  able  to  say  what  that  law  is, 
upon  the  subject  of  marriage ;  and  the  mode  in  Which  the  question 
is  put  to  us,  namely,  whether  some  one  conversant  with  that  law 
ought  not  to  have  been  called,  assumes  that.] 

The  prisoner,  in  representing  himself  by  his  conduct  as  a  married 
man,  and  in  representing  the  ceremony  as  a  marriage,  afforded  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  justify  the  jury  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  they 
did.  Regina  v.  Simtnonslo,  1  Car.  &  K.  164.  The  declaration  of  the 
prisoner  there,  that  he  had  been  married  to  his  first  wife  in  New  York, 
was  considered  proof  of  that  marriage  ;  here  the  prisoner's  conduct  in 
cohabitating  with  the  woman  after  the  ceremony,  amounted,  in  fact, 
to  the  same  thing. 

Per  Curiam.  The  question  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the 
court  is,  whether  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  was  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify the  finding  of  the  jury ;  and  whether  some  witnesses  conversant 
with  the  law  of  Scotland  should  not  have'  been  called  by  the  prose- 
cution to  say  whether  the  facts  given  'in  evidence  constituted  a  valid 
maniage  according  to  the  law  of  that  country.  That  question  does 
not  raise  the  point  as  to  who  is  admissible  as  peritus  —  a  point  that 
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may  be  considered  settled  by  The  Sussex  Peerage  case  —  or  what 
.kind  the  witnesses  called  should  be.  There  may  be  certain  cases, 
perhaps,  in  which  it  may  not  be  necessary  to  have  a  lawyer  to  give 
evidence ;  but  the  court  is  clearly  of  opinion  that  some  witnesses  con- 
versant with  the  Scottish  law  of  marriage  should  have  been  (tailed 
on  the  part  of  the  crown.  With  regard  to  the  case  before  us,  what 
the  witness  who  was  called  says,  even  supposing  her  a  competent 
witness  in  such  a  matter,  does  not  amount  to  any  proof  of  a  mar- 
riage in  fact. 

Conviction  quashed. 


Begina  v.  Bale.^ 

Kovember  13, 1852,  and  Jafiaaiy  22, 1853. 

Indictment  for  the  Non-payment  of  a  Penalty  to  the  Treasurer  of  a 
County — Alehouse  Actj9  Geo.  A,  c.  61  —  Municipal  Gorporaiions 
—  54-6  Will.  A,  c.  76. 

A  penalty  imposed  nndei^tlie  Alehouse  Act,  by  jnsdoes  for  a  borongh  whidi  has  a  oommisskn 
of  the  peace,  bat  no  Cfonrt  of  Qoarter  Sessions,  is  payable  to  Uie  treasurer  of  the  eooiitf 
in  which  snch  borongh  is  situate,  and  not  to  the  treasurer  of  the  borough  on  acooiint  of  ^ 
borongh  fund: — 

Hddy  that  the  defendant  was  properly  convicted  upon  an  indictment  for  negleeting  and  ns 
fusing  to  pay  over  one  moiety  of  a  fine  imposed  under  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  to  tibe  treKoicr 
of  the  county  of  N. 

At  the  last  midsummer  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of  North- 
umberland, an  indictmenl^  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  of  the 
first  count,  and  an  extract  from  the  second,  was  found  by  the  grand 
jury  to  be  a  true  bill:  —  "  Northumberland,  to  wit  The  jurors  of 
our  lady,  the  queen,  upon  their  oaths,  present,  that  heretofore,  to  wit, 
on  the  19th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1851,  in  the  bo- 
rough of  Tynemouth,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  one  Joseph 
Gibbon  was  convicted  before  Alexander  Bartleman  and  Solomon 
Mease,  Esqs.,  then  and  there  being  two  of  her  Majesty's  justices  as- 
signed to  keep  the  peace  in  and  throughout  the  said  borough,  in  the 
said  county,  for  that  he,  the  said  Joseph  Gibbon,  on  the  13th  day  of 
May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1851,  at  tlie  township  of  North  Shields, 
in  the  said  borough  of  Tynemouth,  he,  the  said  Joseph  Gibbon,  being 
then  and  there  an  alehouse  keeper,  and  duly  licensed  to  sell  excisable 
liquors  by  retail  in  his  house  and  premises  there  situate,  did  wilfully 
permit  disorderly  conduct  in  his  house  and  premises,  by  thenvind  there 
suffering  persons,  to  the  number  of  twenty  and  more,  to  remain,  figbt- 


^  17  Jur.  47 ;  22  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  44 ;  1  Fearce  C.  C.  37.  Before  Jeb- 
vi8,C.  J.,  Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Cresswell,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  and  Mar- 
tin, B. 


CROWN   CASES  RESERVED,  1853.  563 

B^gina  v.  Dale. 

ing,  drinking,  and  making  a  great  noise  and  disturbance  there,  at  a 
late  hour  in  the  night,  to  wit,  at  twelve  o'clock  at  night,  against  the 
tenor  of  his  said  license  and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided.  And  the  said  Alexander  Bartleman  and 
Solomon  Mease,  in  and  by  the  said  conviction,  then  and  there  ad- 
judged the  said  Joseph  Gibbon  for  his  said  offence  to  forfeit  and  pay 
the  sum  of  21. 10^.,  to  be  paid  and  applied  according  to  law,  and  also 
to  pay  to  Robert  Mitchell,  the  complainant,  the  sum  of  10^.  for  his 
costs  in  that  behalf.  And  the  sadd  Alexander  Bartleman  and  Solo- 
mon Mease  did,  by  the  said  conviction,  then  and  there  order,  that  if 
the  said  several  sum^  were  not  paid  forthwith,  the  same  should  be 
levied  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  tb^  said  Jo- 
seph Gibbon ;  and  in  default  of  sufficient  distress,  the  said  Alexander 
Bartleman  and  Solomon  Mease  did,  by  the  said  conviction,  then  and 
there  adjudge  the  said  Joseph  Gibbon  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  house 
of  correction,  at  Morpeth,  in  the  said  coimty  of  Northumberland, 
there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labor  for  the  space  of  one  calendar  month, 
unless  the  said  several  sums,  and  all  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  said 
distress,  and  of  the  commitment  and  conveying  of  the  said  Joseph 
Gibbon  to  said  house  of  correction,  were  sooner  paid.  And  the  ju- 
rors aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said 
Alexander  Bartleman  and  Solomon  Mease  did,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  said  conviction,  award  one  moiety  of  the  said  penalty  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Robert  Mitchell,  the  said  complainant,  and  the  prosecutor  of 
the  said  Joseph  Gibbon  for  the  said  ofience.  And  the  jurors  aforesaid, 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Joseph  Gib- 
bon did  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  first  aforesaid, 
pay  the  said  sum  of  2L  10s.  to  one  Henry  Dale,  late  of  the  borough  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid,  gentleman,  and  who  then  was,  and  still  is, 
clerk  of  her  Majesty's  said  justices  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our 
lady  the  queen  in,  for,  and  throughout  the  said  borough,  and  the  stdd 
sum  of  21. 10s.  was  so  paid  to  the  said  Henry  Dale,  and  he  then  re- 
ceived the  same  as  such  clerk  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  and  in 
order  that  it  should  forthwith  be  paid  by  him  to  the  parties  to  whom 
the  same  was  to  be  paid,  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to  the  said 
conviction,  and  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  to  wit, 
one  moiety  to  the  said  Robert  Mitchell,  as  such  prosecutor  as  afore- 
said, and  the  remainder  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  county.  And  the 
jurors  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the 
justices  of  our  said  lady  the  queen,  assigned  to  keep  the  peace  of  our 
said  lady  the  queen,  in  and  throughout  the  said  borough  were,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  said  conviction,  and  thence  hitherto  have  been, 
acting  and  empowered  to  act  within  the  said  borough,  by^nd  under 
a  commission  of  the  peace  from  our  lady  the  queen,  which  said  com- 
mission did  not  nor  does  contain  any  grant  of  a  court  of  quarter  ses- 
sions of  the  peace  for  the  said  borough;  and  our  said  lady  the  queen, 
had  not  then,  or  at  any  time  since,  granted  that  a  separate  court  of 
quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  should  be  holden  in  and  for  the  said 
borough,  nor  were  there  then  or  at  any  other  time,  any  separate  gene- 
ral or  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  golden  in  or  for  the  same.  And 
VOL.  XIV.  47 
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the  jurors  aforesaid,  on  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  farther  present,  that 
after  the  said  sum  of  2/.  10^.  was  so  paid  to  Henry  Dale  as  aforesaid. 
it  became  and  was  his  duty  to  pay  one  moiety  of  the  said  snm  of 
2/.  10*.  to  one  William  Fenwick  Blackett,  Esq.,  who,  at  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  said  conviction,  was,  and  from  thence  hitherto  hatii 
been,  and  still  is  treasurer  of  the  said  county  of  Northumberlana, 
according  to  law  and  to  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  proridpd. 
And  the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath  aforesaid,  do  further  present 
that  the  said  Henry  Dale,  well  knowing  the  premises,  although  a  m- 
sonable  time  for  his  paying  the  said  moiety  of  the  said  sum  of  2L  10>. 
to  the  said  treasurer  had  elapsed  long  before  the  day  of  taking  of 
this  inquisition,  and  although  the  said  treasurer  bath  at  alltinie5 
been  ready  and  willing  to  receive  and  give  him  a  receipt  for  the  same, 
hath  yet  hitherto  unlawfully  and  contemptuously  neglected  ajjd  re- 
fused to  pay,  and  still  neglects  and  refuses  to  pay,  the  said  moiety  of 
the  said  sum  of  21.  lO*.,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  said  treasurer; 
and  he  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  detains  the  same,  and  every  part 
thereof,  from  him,  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  against  the 
form  of  the  statutes  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  tbe 
peace  of  our  lady  the  queen,  her  crown  and  dignity."     There  was  a 
second  count  in  the  indictment,  the  same  as  the  first,  word  for  vrori 
with  this  addition:—- "  And    the  jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present,  that  the  said  Alexander  Bartleman  and 
Solomon  Mease,  in  the  making  of  the  said  conviction,  acted  as  sucb 
justices  as  aforesaid  for  the  said  county."     The  usual  process  for 
that  purpose  having  been  issued,  the  defendant  entered  into  a  recog- 
nizance to  appear  at  the  next  quarter  sessions  to  try  and  answer  to 
the  said  indictment. 

At  the  Michaelmas  Quarter  Sessions,  held  on  the  20th  October, 
1852,  the  said  indictment  was  tried,  and  the  jury  found  tbedefendaot 
guilty.     Whether  the  defendant  is  guilty  or  not  guilty  depends  upon 
the  construction  which  may  be  put  upon  the  public  acts  of  pa"^^' 
ment  relating  to  this  question,  and  which  formed  part  of  this  casft 
The  borough  of  Tynemouth  was  incorporated  by  royal  charter,  d^^ 
the  6th  August,  1849,  and  a  cpmmission  of  the  peace  was  granted  to 
certain  persons  therein  named,  dated  the  26th   March,  1850,  but  no 
court  of  quarter  sessions  was  thereby  granted.     It  was  admittcti  lor 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  that  the  defendant  has  paid  over  the  moie- 
ty of  the  said  fine  to  the  treasurer  of  the  borough  of  Tynemoatfl. 
Upon  this,  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved  in  arrest  of  judgmen^ 
contending,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  statutes  be  db 
duly  discharged  himself  by  paying  over  the  money  to  the  ^^^ 
of  the  borough  of  Tynemouth.     On  the  other  hand,  counselfor  to 
prosecution  contended  that  he  had  not  discharged  himself,  as  it^^ 
his  duty  to  pay  the  moiety  of  the  said  fine  to  the  treasurer  of  tQ^ 
county  of  Northumberland,  the  borough  of  Tynemouth  being  P«  ^ 
and  parcel  of  the  county,  and  there  being  no  grant  of  a  ^^^ 
quarter  sessions  to  that  borough.     Accordingly  no  jndgmem 
passed,  and  the  court  postponed  eJI  further  proceeding  to  the  n 
sessions,  and  granted  a  case  fo#the  opinion  of  the  justices  of  ^ 
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bench,  or  the  barons  of  the  exchequer,  under  the  statute.  The  ques- 
tion for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  the  defendant  was 
properly  found  guilty  upon  the  indictment  for  neglecting  and  refusing 
to  pay  over  one  moiety  of  the  said  fine  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said 
county  of  Northumberland. 

Pashley^  Q.  C,  for  the  defendant,  cited  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  s.  26  ; 
the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  76 ;  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  31 ;  and  the 
13  &  14  Vict.  c.  91,  s.  91 ;  and,  upon  a  review  of  all  these  statutes, 
contended  that  the  penalty  was  payable  to  the  treasurer  of  the  bo- 
rough. 

Otter^  for  the  prosecution,  contra,  referred  to  Rex  v.  AmoSy  2  B.  & 
Al.  533 ;  Regina  v.  WeUs^  11  Q.  B.  758 ;  and  Regina  v.  Saintsbury, 
4  T.  R.  451. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Pashley  replied. 

Jan.  22.  Jervis,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court 
Whether  the  defendant  is  guilty  or  not  guilty  in  this  case  depends 
upon  the  construction  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61 ;  and  we  are  of  opinion, 
that,  upon  the  proper  construction  of  that  statute,  the  defendant  is 
guilty,  and  was  properly  convicted.  The  penalty,  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  which  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Northumberland  the 
defendant  has  been  convicted,  was  in  this  case  imposed  under  the 
Alehouse  Act,  9  Geo.  4,  c.  61,  by  justices  acting  for  the  borough  of 
Tynemouth,  which  has  a  commission  of  the  peace,  but  no  court  of 
quarter  sessions;  and  the  question  is,  whether  that  penalty  ought  to 
be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county,  or  to  the  treasurer  of  the  bo- 
rough on  account  of  the  borough  fund.  By  the  26th  section  of  the 
Alehouse  Act,  so  much  of  the  penalty  as  is  not  awarded  to  the  pros- 
ecutor is  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of  the  "  county  or  place  "  for  which 
the  justice  was  acting  when  the  penalty  was  imposed.  The  defend- 
ant's counsel  contends  that  the  word  ''  place  "  must  be  understood  in 
its  ordinary  sense,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  justices  were  acting  for 
the  borough  of  Tynemouth  when  the  penalty  was  imposed,  the 
treasurer  of  that  borough  is  the  person  who  ought  to  receive  the  pe- 
nalty, and  that  it  ought  to  be  applied  to  the  borough  fund,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  stat  5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  75,  s.  126.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  prosecutor  asserts  that  the  word  '<  place,"  as  used  in  that 
section,  means  a  place  for  which ^court  of  quarter  sessions  is  held. 
This,  we  think,  is  the  right  construction.  In  many  of  the  sections  in 
which  the  words  ^'  county  or  place  "  are  used,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
latter  word  applies  only  to  places  where  quarter  sessions  are  held. 
For  instance,  by  the  27th  section,  parties  aggrieved  may  appeal  to 
the  next  general  or  quarter  sessions  of  the  peace  of  the  '^  county  or 
place  "  wherein  the  cause  of  complaint  arose ;  and,  by  the  33d  sec- 
tion, the  conviction  is  to  be  returned  to  the  next  general  or  quarter 
sessions  of  the  peace  of  the  "  county  or  place  "  wherein  the  offence 
shall  have  been  committed.     The  interpretation  clause  shows  further 
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that  it  was  intended  that  these  penalties  should  be  applied  towards 
the  costs  of  public  prosecutions,  and  not  to  a  borough  fund,  because 
it  explains  the  words,  treasurer  of  a  "  county  or  place,"  to  mean  ao 
officer  acting  in  such  capacity,  or  charged  "with  the  receipt  and  ex- 
penditure of  moneys  from  and  out  of  which  the  cost  of  public  proses 
cutions  have  been  usually  defrayed.     The  person  to  receive  the  pe- 
nalty is  to  be  an  officer  acting  in  the  capacity  of  treasurer  of  moneys 
for  and  out  of  which  the  costs  of  public  prosecutions  have  been  u5Q- 
ally  defrayed.     In  the  same  spirit  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions  are. 
by  the  29th  section,  authorized  to  indemnify  the  justices  from  their 
costs  upon  an  appeal  in  certain  cases,  and  to  order  the  treasurer  o( 
the  '< county  or  place"  in  and  for  which  the  justices  acted,  to  pay  the 
amount.     At  the  time  the  Alehouse  Act  passed,  corporations  had 
private  property,  but  no  borough  fund,  properly  so  called,  oyer  which 
the  legislatature  could,  with  justice,  exercise  a  control.    The  treaso- 
rer  of  the  place,  meant  in  this  section,  must  clearly  be  the  treasnrer  of 
a  place  having  a  court  of  quarter  sessions — an  officer  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  justices  making  the  order,  with  a  fiind  under  their  control 
It  would  be  strange  that  the  same  words  should  give  to  one  fiuKi, 
the  borough  fupd,  all  the  penalties  for  good  convictions,  and  charge 
upon  another  fund,  the  county  rate,  all  the  costs  for  convictions  wM 
could  not  be  sustained.     For  these  reasons  we  think  the  conviction 
right 

Conviction  earned. 


Beoina  v.  William  Ion.  ^ 

May  12,  and  29,  1852. 

Uttering  Forged  Receipt 


for 


Where  the  prisoner  placed  a  forged  receipt,  for  poor  rates,  in  the  hand*  of  Ac  P"f^*?  ;2 
the  purpose  of  inspectidn  only,  in  order,  by  representing  himself  as  a  person  who  bw  ?«■ 
his  rates,  firaudolently  to  indace  the  prosecntor  to  advance  money  to  a  third  penon*^ 

Md,  that  this  was  an  uttering  within  1  WilL  4,  c.  66,  s.  10. 

At  a  sessions  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Gaol  Delivery,  golden  m 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Central  Criminal  Court,  in  December,  1»JA» 
William  Ion  was  tried  before  the  Right  Hon.  J.  S.  Wortiey,  IkcordJ 
of  London,  upon  an  indictment  for  feloniously  uttering,  disposing  oii 
and  putting  off  a  forged  receipt  for  21  45.,  knowing,  &a,  ^'i^'^  ^^^^ 
to  defraud. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  prosecutor,  James  Dwyer,  was 
money  lender;  that  one  James  Gillard  had  applied  to  him  ^^'*   ^^ 
of  money,  and  had  proposed  the  prisoner  as  a  surety  for  the  ^^^"^ 
That  thereupon  the  prosecutor  proceeded  to  the  house  oi  the  V^^^ 

1  2  Denison  C.  C.  475 ;    16  Jur.  746. 
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for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  himself  as  to  the  prisoner's  responsibility, 
and  with  this  object  required  the  production  of  the  prisoner's  receipts 
in  respect  of  that  house.  That  the  prisoner,  with  the  view  of  causing 
the  money  to  be  advanced  to  Gillard  (who  was  found  to  be  a  man 
of  no  responsibility)  upon  their  joint  security,  produced  to  Dwyer  and 
placed  In  his  hands  (but  for  the  purpose  of  inspection  only)  three  do- 
cuments, purporting  to  be  receipts  for  poor  rates  in  respect  of  the  said 
house,  one  of  which  was  the  forged  receipt  in  question.  The  prose- 
cutor inspected  these  documents,  the  prisoner  remaining  present  du- 
ring s\ich  inspection ;  he  then  received  back  the  documents  from  the 
prosecutor  and  placed  them  upon  a  bill  file.  The  foregoing  facts 
comprised  the  uttering,  disposing  of,  and  putting  ofi*  mentioned  in  the 
indictment 

It  was  objected  upon  the  trial  that  these  facts  did  not  amount  to 
an  uttering,  disposing  of,  or  putting  off  sufficient  to  support  the  in- 
dictment. 

The  learned  recorder,  however,  ruled  the  contrary,  and  as  the  other 
necessary  facts  were  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  they  found 
the  prisoner  guilty.  The  jury  also  found,  expressly  in  answer  to  a 
question  put  to  them,  that  the  prisoner  placed  the  receipt  in  the  hands 
of  the  prosecutor  for  the  purpose  of  fraudulently  inducing  him  to 
advance  the  money  to  Gillard. 

Considering  it  doubtful  whether  he  was  correct  in  his  ruling,  the 
learned  recorder  postponed  judgment  upon  the  indictment,  and  com- 
mitted the  prisoner  to  the  gaol  of  Newgate,  in  order  that  the  opinion 
and  decision  of  the  judges  might  be  taken  upon  a  case  to  be  stated. 

On  the  24th  April,  A.  D.  1852,  this  case  was  argued  before  Jervis, 
C.  J.,  Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Wiohtman,  J.,  and  Talfourd,  J. 

Parry^  for  the  crown. 

Metcalfe,  for  the  prisoner. 

It  is  submitted  that  this  conviction  is  improper.  The  indictment 
charges  the  '*  uttering,  disposing,  and  putting  off"  of  a  forged  receipt. 
The  evidence  is,  that  the  prisoner  placed  the  receipt  in  the  hands  of 
Dwyer  for  inspection  only.  That  is  found  in  the  case,  and  it  cannot 
amount  to  either  a  "  disposing  of,"  or  "  putting  off,"  which  words  im- 
ply that  a  person  has  parted  with  the  document.  It  was  held  in  Rex 
V.  Woolridgey  1  Leach,  307,  also  in  1  East,  P.  C.  179,  on  an  indict- 
ment under  the  repealed  statute  8  &  9  Wm.  3,  c.  26,  that  the  putting 
off  must  be  complete,  and,  therefore,  where  the  defendant  laid  on  a 
table  a  quantity  of  counterfeit  shillings,  for  which  he  was  to  receive 
a  certain  sum,  but  while  the  counterfeit  money  was  being  counted, 
and  before  the  prisoner  received  the  price  of  it,  he  was  apprehended, 
it  was  decided  not  to  be  within  the  act  The  question,  therefore,  re* 
solves  itself  in  this,  does  the  mere  placing  the  receipt  in  the  bands  of 
another  for  the  purpose  of  inspection,  amount  to  an  uttering  ?  In 
Rex  V.  Shukardj^  it  was  held,  that  showing  a  man  an  instrument,  the 

1  TLe  defendant  was  tried  before  Lord  EUenboroogh,  at  the  snmmer  asobras  for 

47* 
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uttering  of  which  would  be  criminal,  though  with  the  intent  of  raising 
a  false  idea  in  him  of  the  party's  substance,  was  not  an  "uttering" 
or  "  publishing "  within  13  Geo.  3,  c.  79.  Nor  will  the  leaving  it 
afterwards  sealed  up  with  the  person,  to  whom  it  is  shown,  niider 
cover,  that  he  may  take  charge  of  it  as  being  too  valuable  to  be  car- 
ried about,  be  an  uttering  or  publishing.  In  the  case  of  Regina  v. 
Radford^  1  Den,  C.  C.  69,  it  was  held,  that  showing  a  forged  receipt 
to  a  person,  with  whom  the  defendant  is  claiming  credit  for  it,  is  an 
uttering  within  the  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10,  though  the  defendant  refuse 
to  part  with  the  possession  of  it  But  it  is  submitted  that  the  present 
case  is  perfectly  distinguishable  from  Regina  v.  Radford.  There  the 
document  was  exhibited  as  a  receipt  and  acquittance  for  money  by  a 
person  claiming  credit,  for  having  paid  a  sum  of  money  which  in  fact 
h6  had  not  paid. 

[Cresswell,  J.  By  exhibiting  the  receipt  he  was  seeking  to  relieve 
himself  from  the  payment 

Jervis,  C.  J.  If  this  receipt  had  been  produced  to  the  collector  of 
the  poor  rates,  it  would  have  been  an  uttering.] 

Lewes,  in  the  year  1811,  for  a  misdemeanor,  upon  an  indictment  which  charged  }am 
with  haying  umawfully,  knowingly,  and  wilfully  uttered  and  published  a  certain  pro- 
missory note,  containing  the  words  "  fiye  hundred,"  expressing  the  sum  of  the  said  pro- 
missory note  in  white  letters  on  a  black  ground,  without  being  authorized  or  appointed 
for  that  purpose  by  the  goyemor  and  company  of  the  Bank  of  England :  the  note  was 
set  out  as  follows :  — 

"  Bank  of  England,  1811. 
"  No.  43106.  Na  4S106. 

"  I  promise  to  pay  Mr.  James  Jones,  or  bearer,  on  demand,  the  sum  of  five  hundral 
pens.    1811. 

<*  June  11.    London.  11  June,  1811. 

<*  For  the  Goyemor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England. 

«Rd.  DEirroN." 

Against  the  form  of  the  statute  13  Geo.  3,  c.  79.  The  defendant  was  conyicted.  The 
pomt  reseryed  for  the  opinion  of  the  judges  was,  whether  there  was  a  sufficient  utterins 
and  publishing,  in  this  case,  of  the  note,  answering  in  other  respects  the  descripticm  of 
the  act,  as  haying  white  letters  on  a  black  ground  ? 

The  defendant  had  introduced  himself  to  the  acquaintance  and  &mily  of  a  person  of 
the  same  name,  at  Brighton,  upon  a  &bricated  story.  And,  in  order  to  persuade  the 
innkeeper  that  he  was  a  man  of  substance,  one  day,  afler  dinner,  he  pulled  out  a 
pocket-book  and  showed  the  innkeeper  a  fiye  hundred  and  a  fifty  pouna  note  of  the 
aboye  description,  of  which  he  only  saw  the  sums  and  general  form.  The  defendant 
said  that  he  did  not  like  to  carry  so  much  property  about  him,  and  desired  the  inn- 
keeper to  take  care  of  them  for  him.  The  innkeeper  took  charge  of  them  accordingly, 
and  thought  the  defendant  acted  yery  prudently. 

They  were  put  in  a  coyer  and  sealea  up  by  the  defendant  himself;  the  witness,  the 
innkeeper,  receiyed  them  from  him  in  an  enyelope,  which,  afler  haying  kept  for  some 
time,  upon  some  suspicions  afterwards  created  by  the  conduct  of  the  defendant,  he 
broke  open,  and  found  them  to  contain  the  notes  aboye  mentioned. 

In  Mchaelmas  term,  1811,  the  judges  held  the  conriction  wrong,  being  of  opinion 
that  this  did  not  amount  to  an  uttering.  That  in  order  to  make  it  an  uttering  they 
seemed  to  be  of  opinion  that  it  shoula  be  parted  with  or  tendered,  or  offered,  or  used 
in  some  way  to  get  money  or  credit  upon  it    Buss.  &  By.  200. 
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If  at  the  time  he  claimed  to  have  paid  the  rate  demanded. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  prisoner  produced  the  receipt  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  he  owed  no  rates.  If,  in  the  case  of  justification  of 
bail,  a  person  had  produced  some  bank  notes  to  show  that  he  was 
possessed  of  a  sufficient  amount  of  property,  would  not  that  amount 
to  an  uttering  of  the  notes  ?  Here  the  prisoner  exhibits  a  receipt  to 
show  his  solvency. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  Suppose  the  proposed  bail  were  asked,  in  exam- 
ination before  the  Judge  at  Chambers,  ^  Have  you  paid  all  the  rates 
due  in  respect  of  your  house?"  and  he  had  said,  "  Yes,  and  I  now  pro- 
duce the  receipts,"  and  he  then  produced  for  inspection,  among  others, 
one  which  was  a  forgery  ?  —  or,  supposing  a  man  proposes  to  borrow 
a  sum  of  money,  and,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  lender,  who  inquires,  has 
he  paid  all  his  rates,  he  replies  in  the  affirmative,  and  produces  the 
receipts  as  proof  of  having  paid  them,  what  would  you  say  to  that 
case  ?] 

In  none  of  these  cases  is  the  party  seeking  to  obtcdn  money  or  credit 
on  the  document  itself;  and  it  w^as  held  in  ^ukarcPs  ca«e,  that  in  order 
to  make  it  an  uttering,  the  document  must  be  parted  with,  or  ten- 
dered, or  offered,  or  used  in  some  way  to  get  money  or  credit  upon  it 
In  RadforcPs  casCy  the  prisoner  was  seeking  to  absolve  himself  from 
payment,  and  if  accounts  had  been  balanced  between  the  parties,  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  would  have  laid,  as  was  held  in 
Gingell  v.  Parkins^  4  Exch.  Rep.  720 ;  Standish  v.  Ross,  3  Exch.  527 ; 
overruling  Lee  v.  Merrett,  8  Q.  B.  820.  But  in  the  present  case,  no 
action  for  money  had  and  received  would  lie.  In  Radfor(Ps  case^ 
Pollock,  C.  B.,  puts  this  supposition, — suppose  a  man  showed  a  ticket 
in  passing  a  toll  bar,  and  passed  on,  would  not  that  be  an  uttering  ? 
But  that  IS  not  like  the  present  case. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  There  the  party  would  be  claiming  credit  upon 
the  instrument] 

The  word  uttering  is  defined  in  Webster's  Dictionary,  as  '<  putting 
into  cunency." 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  You  say,  that  to  constitute  an  uttering,  the  instru- 
ment must  be  offered  to  get  money  or  credit  upon  it  The  words  of 
the  statute,  11  Geo.  4  &  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10,  are,  if  uttered  "  with 
intent  to  defraud."] 

Lord  Abinger,  in  Regina  v.  Paffe,  8  Car.  &  P.  122,  held,  that  utter- 
ing counterfeit  coin,  without  an  intention  to  defraud,  was  not  an 
oS'ence  within  the  statute. 

[Crbsswell,  J.  Suppose  the  prisoner,  instead  of  the  receipt,  had 
exhibited  a  roll  of  forged  bank  notes,  would  not  this,  then,  be  like 
Shuka/rcPs  case  ?] 

ShukarcPs  case  seems  directly  in  point. 

Parri/y  for  the  crown. 

Rex  V.  ShuJcard  is  a  difierent  case  from  the  present  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  principle  which  governs  cases  of  uttering  is,  that  if  a 
person  by  word  or  deed  represents  a  false  document  as  a  genuine  one, 
with  the  intention  of  deceiving  the  party  to  whom  he  exhibits  it,  it  is 
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an  offence.  The  intent  to  deceive  is  a  direct  presumption  of  law. 
The  prisoner  does  not  produce  the  receipt  out  of  bravado.  He  -wants 
to  obtain  a  sum  of  money,  whether  for  himself  or  for  another  it  is 
quite  immaterial,  and  in  order  to  obtain  it,  he  exhibits  the  receipt- 
He,  therefore,  virtually  obtains  money  by  means  of  the  forged  receipt. 
The  prosecutor,  who  is  asked  to  lend  his  money,  goes  to  the  prisoner 
for  the  purpose  of  satisfying  himself  as  to  the  prisoner's  responsibility, 
and  asks  the  prisoner  whether  he  has  paid  his  rates ;  he  says,  that  he 
has  paid  them,  and  produces  the  receipt  If  the  prisoner  had  not 
shown  the  receipt,  but  had  made  this  representation,  and  had  obtained 
money  thereby,  would  it  not  have  been  a  false  pretence  ?  What  is 
the  difference  between  forgery  and  false  pretences  ?  One  is  verbal, 
the  other  documentary.  Forgery,  if  translated,  is  making  a  false 
document. 

[Alderson,  B.  The  difference  between  obtaining  money  by  false 
pretences  and  uttering  is,  that  in  false  pretences,  the  offence  consists 
in  obtaining  the  money,  while  in  uttering,  the  offence  is  the  utter- 
ing] 

It  is  found  in  the  case,  that  the  prisoner  put  the  documents  into 
the  prosecutor's  hands.  In  Shvkard!$  casCj  the  prisoner  merely 
allowed  the  prosecutor  to  see  the  words  *<five  hundred"  on  the  notes, 
and  the  prisoner  himself  then  sealed  up  the  notes  in  an  envelope,  and 
left  them  in  the  care  of  the  prosecutor.  The  court  in  that  case  held, 
that  to  constitute  an  uttering  the  instrument  must  be  offered  with 
intent  to  obtain  credit  "  upon  it" 

[Alderson,  B.    ''  Upon  it,"  not  by  means  of  it] 

That  case  bears  out  the  present  argument  Here  is  a  clear  utter- 
ing  for  a  specific  purpose, — to  raise  money.  Suppose  the  case  of  a 
pawn  ticket,  upon  which  money  is  very  often  raised  by  poor  persons, 
a  man  desiring  to  obtain  an  advance,  says  to  another,  <<  I  have  goods 
in  pledge,"  and  shows  him  a  forged  ticket,  and  thus  gets  money  upon 
it,  it  is  submitted  that  that  would,  without  doubt,  be  a  case  of  utter- 
ing. Here  the  prisoner  meant,  by  representing  the  receipts  to  be 
genuine,  to  raise  money.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner, 
that  the  document  itself  must  be  parted  with,  or  used  witli  intent  to 
get  money  upon  it 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  Have  you  looked  at  the  words  of  the  act  of  par- 
liament, 13  Greo.  3,  c.  79 ;  no  intent  to  defraud  is  necessary ;  the 
offence  is  the  uttering  and  publishing ;  and  the  judges  in  ShukanFs 
case  held  that  there  was  no  publication. 

Alderson,  B.  This  is  a  stronger  case.  The  stat  11  Greo.  4,  &  1 
Wm.  4,  c.  66,  uses  the  words  uttering,  disposing  of,  or  putting  off. 

Cresswell,  J.  The  prisoner,  by  showing  the  receipt,  did  not  ob- 
tain any  benefit  to  himself.] 

The  prisoner  and  his  friend  were  acting  together. 

[Cresswell,  J.  They  may  have  been  guilty  of  a  conspiracy,  or 
of  obtaining  money  by  false  pretences,  but  the  question  is,  is  this  an 
uttering  ?  ] 

In  Rex  V.  Birkeit^  R.  &  R.  86,  where  a  forged  bill  of  exchange, 
payable  to  the  order  of  the  defendant,  was  given  as  a  pledge  only,  but 
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to  obtain  credit,  it  was  held  that  there  was  a  frandalent  intent  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

[Cresswell,  J.  There  the  defendant  obtained  credit.  That  case 
is  just  the  same  as  if  a  banker  asked  a  man  for  his  securities,  and 
he  were  to  produce  forged  securities,  and  deposit  them  with  the 
banker.] 

Suppose  that  the  money-lender,  when  the  defendant  exhibited  the 
receipt,  said,  "  Oh,  yes,  I  see  you  have  paid  your  rates,  here  is  the  5L 
you  want,"  would  not  the  case  then  have  been  an  uttering  ? 

[Coleridge,  J.  Suppose  the  prisoner  had  received  the  money- 
lender in  another  person's  house,  and  had  said  '<  this  is  my  house," 
what  offence  would  that  be  ?  ] 

If  he  obtained  no  money  then  it  would  be  a  mere  lie.  But  this  is 
uttering  a  forged  document. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  To  induce  the  prosecutor  to  part  with  his  money 
to  his  loss.] 

An  intention  to  defraud  is  found  in  the  case.  In  Regina  v.  CookCy 
8  Car.  &  P.  582,  it  was  held  that  a  conditional  uttering  was  as  much 
a  crime  as  any  other  uttering.  In  Rex  v.  Birkett^  B.  £  R.  86,  Baron 
Graham  said,  that  there  might  be  an  uttering,  &c.,  though  the  docu- 
ment was  valueless  —  as  valueless  as  the  receipt  here. 

[Coleridge,  J.  The  statute  33  Hen.  8,  c.  1,  enacted  "  That  if  any 
person  or  persons  shall  falselv  and  deceitfully  obtain  or  get  into  his 
hands  or  possession  any  money,  goods,  chattels,  or  jewels,  or  other 
things,  of  any  other  person  or  persons,  by  color  and  by  means  of  any 
privy  false  token,  or  counterfeit  letter,  made  in  another  man's  name  to 
a  special  friend  or  acquaintance,  for  the  obtaining  of  money,  &c., 
from  such  person,  and  shall  be  thereof  convicted,  &c.,  every  such  of- 
fender shall  suffer  punishment  by  imprisonment,  setting  upon  the  pil- 
lory, &c."  This  statute  led  to  the  statute  of  false  pretences,  30  Geo. 
2,  c  24 ;  now,  what  would  have  been  the  offence  of  exhibiting  this 
receipt  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  case,  before  these  statutes  ?] 

Forgery  at  common  law. 

Metcalfe  replied. 

[  WiGHTMAN,  J.  There  are  three  circumstances  to  be  considered  in 
this  case.  First,  there  is  a  false  document ;  secondly,  the  uttering 
such  document;  and  thirdly,  the  uttering,  &c.,  to  induce  the  prosecu- 
tor to  give  a  person  credit  to  his  loss.  In  fact  the  prosecutor  is 
defrauded. 

Coleridge,  J.  The  case  does  not  state  that  money  was  actually 
given. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.     Suppose  hc  had  been  defrauded  ?] 

It  is  only  found  that  the  receipt  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
prosecutor  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  him  to  advance  money  to  Gil- 
lard. 

[Cresswell,  J.     To  induce  him  to  give  credit  to  Gillard. 

Coleridge,  J.  It  is  not  found  in  the  case  that  Gillard  was  in- 
solvent 

Jervis,  C.  J.  The  question  for  us  id,  was  there  an  uttering, — was 
the  recorder  correct  in  ruling  that  the  facts  proved  an  uttering? 
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WioHTMAN,  J.    It  is  not  necessary  that  money  should  be  obtained 
•  on  thednstrament,  but  by  means  of  it] 

In  Retina  v.  PoffCj  8  Car.  &  P.  122,  Lord  Abinger  decided  that 
unless  an  intent  to  defraad  was  shown,  a  party  could  not  be  convicted. 

[  Alderson,  B.  That  is  overruled.  The  intent  is  inferred  by  law. 
If  a  forged  instrument  is  put  away  in  order  to  get  money  or  credit, 
that  amounts  to  an  uttering. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.  I  can  understand  the  distinction  between  gaining 
an  advantage  directly  upon  the  instrument,  and  of  gaining  an  ad- 
vantage indirectly  by  means  of  it.  You  must  assume,  from  the  facts, 
that  there  was  an  attempt  to  defraud  by  means  of  it.] 

Metcalfe  cited  Webster's  Diet  tit  «  Uttering; "  U.  &  v.  MUchell; 
U.  S.  Dig.  "  Uttering ; "  Regina  v.  Page^  8  Car.  &  P.  122 ;  Rex  v. 
Harris^  7  C.  &  P.  428 ;  Regina  v.  Longhran^  Crawford  &  Dii,  (Irish), 
333 ;  Regina  v.  WaveU,  1  Moo.  224.^ 

Car.  ado.  twft. 

On  the  12th  May,  A.  D.  1852,  this  case  was  again  argued  before 
Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  Coleridge,  J., 
Cresswell,  J.,  Erle,  J.,  Talfourd,  J.,  and  Crompton,  J. 

Parry^  for  the  crown. 

Metcalfe^  for  the  prisoner.  The  question  turns  on  the  true  defini- 
tion of  the  word  "  utter,"  as  used  in  the  statute.  The  words  of  the 
indictment  are,  "  uttered,  disposed  of,  and  put  off."  The  words  of  the 
statute  under  which  the  prisoner  is  indicted,  11  Geo.  4,  and  1  Wm.  4, 
c  66,  8. 10,  are,  "  shall  offer,  utter,  dispose  of  or  put  off"  The  w«d 
«  offer  "  is  omitted  from  the  indictment  It  will  hardly  be  coDtended 
on  these  facts  that  the  documents  in  question  were  disposed  of  and 
put  off  Wooldridge's  ca$e,  1  Leach,  C.  C.  307,  is  an  authority  to 
show  that  merely  putting  an  article  into  the  hands  of  another,  where 
it  was  taken  back,  is  not  a  disposing  of  or  putting  off 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Does  not  the  case  in  Leach  go  so  for  as 
to  decide  that  there  can  be  no  putting  off  without  an  intent  to  part 
with  the  instrument  ?]  ,    ^ 

Metcalfe  referred  to  Rex  v.  Farley,  2  W.  Bla.  632.  See  also  1 
East,  P.  C.  164.  To  bring  the  case  within  the  meaning  of  the  wora 
disposing  of,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  document  is  proauced  lof  ^^ 
purposes  of  inspection  only.  ,.^ 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  You  say  that  in  order  to  constitute  a  dis- 
posing of,  the  property  must  be  parted  with.]  ,.  j 

At  common  law,  uttering,  per  se,  is  no  offence ;  per  Cresswell,  •» 
after  consultation  with  Patteson,J.  Regina  v.  BouU,  2  Cbx.  »J^^'' 
604.  The  first  statute  on  the  subject  was  25  Edw.  3,  s.  ^j^-f'Z 
"  And  if  a  man  bring  false  money  into  this  realm,  counterfeit  w  ^^ 
money  of  England,  as  the  money  called  Lushburg,  or  other  u»« 


^  See  /KMf,  p.  664,  565. 
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the  said  money  of  England,  knowing  the  money  to  be  false,  to  mer- 
chandise, or  make  payments  in  deceit  of  our  said  lord  the  king  and 
of  his  people  — " 

ILoRD  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  word  "  utter  "  does  not  occur  there.] 
t  does  not  1  &  2  Ph.  &  M.  c.  11,  recited,  "  Where,  &c.,  many 
ill-disposed  persons,  &c.,  have  brought  into  this  realm,  &c.,  forged 
and  counterfeit  money,"  &c.,  and  have  "  uttered  the  same  here  by 
merchandising  and  otherwise,"  &c.,  and  then  enacted,  "  that  if  any 
person,  &c.,  shall  bring  any  such  false  and  counterfeit  coin  or  money, 
&c.,  knowing  the  same,  &c.,  to  be  false  and  counterfeit,  to  the  intent  to 
utter  or  make  payment  with  the  same  within  this  realm,  &c.,  by  mer- 
chandising or  otherwise  "  (i.  e.  dealing,  ejusdem  generis.)  15  Geo.  2, 
c.  28,  increasing  the  punishment  for  uttering  money,  contains  these 
words :  "  If  any,  &c.,  shall,  &c.,  utter  or  tender  in  payment,"  &c.  In 
5  Eliz.  c.  11,  s.  2, 3,  the  first  statute  against  forgery  of  private  docu- 
ments, the  words  were, "  shall  pronounce,  publish,  or  give  in  evidence." 
At  the  Revolution,  paper  currency  commenced ;  8  &  9  Wm.  3,  c.  20, 
s.  36,  was  the  first  act  providing  for  forgeries  upon  the  Bank  of  Eng- 
land. 11  Geo.  1,  c.  9,  s.  6,  was  the  first  against  uttering  forged  notes 
of  the  Bank  of  England.  It  recited  that  ^  and  whereas  of  late  divers 
frauds  and  deceits  have  been  put  upon  the  said  governor  and  com- 
pany of  the  Bank  of  England  and  other  persons,  by  the  uttering, 
forging,  &c.,  and  by  the  tendering  in  payment,  uttering,  vending, 
exchanging,  and  bartering  of  such  altered,  &c.,  bills,  &c.,  to  the  pre- 
judice of  public  credit  and  to  the  (great  hurt  and  diminution  of  trade 
and  commerce.  For  redressing  whereof  for  the  future,  be  it  enacted, 
&c.,  shall  tender  in  payment,  utter,  vend,  exchange,  or  barter."  In  2 
Geo.  2,  c.  25 ;  7  Geo.  2,  c.  22 ;  18  Geo.  3,  c.  18,  the  words  were 
"  utter  or  publish  as  true."  In  43  Geo.  3,  c.  139,  s.  1  (foreign  bills), 
'^  tender  in  payment  or  in  exchange,  or  otherwise  utter  or  publish  as 
true." 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  expression  "tender  in  payment," 
is  there  considered  an  uttering ;  —  the  words  are,  "  or  otherwise 
utter."] 

That  is  so.  In  45  Geo.  3,  c.  89,  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  "  offer, 
dispose  of,  or  put  away."  In  1  Wm.  4,  c.  66,  s.  10,  the  words  are, 
"  offer,  utter,  dispose  of,  or  put  off;"  the  law  having  been  altered  to 
meet  Wooldridge'* s  case  and  others.  Various  definitions  of  the  word 
"  utter,"  occur  in  the  works  of  learned  writers.  Webster's  definition 
of  it  when  used  in  this  sense  is  as  follows :  1,  "  To  disclose,  to  dis- 
cover, to  divulge,  to  publish  ; "  2,  "  to  sell,  to  vend,  as  to  utter  wares 
(this  is  obsolete  unless  in  the  law  style) ; "  3,  "  to  put  or  send  into 
circulation,  to  put  off  as  currency,  or  cause  to  pass  in  commerce,  as 
to  utter  coin  or  notes  —  a  man  utters  a  false  note  who  gives  it  in 
payment,  knowing  it  to  be  false."  The  following  is  Richardson's 
definition :  "  To  put  out,  to  expel,  to  eject,  to  come,  put  or  send  forth, 
to  vent,  to  emit,  to  produce  publicly  (metaphor),  to  speak,  to  tell,  to 
pronounce,  proclaim,  to  publish."  The  word  "  utter  "  is  thus  defined  by 
Johnson  :  "  From  the  adjective ;  to  make  public  or  let  out — palam 
facere^  1,  "  to  speak,  to  pronounce,  to  express*;"  2,  "  to  disclose,  to 
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discover,  to  publish  ;  3,  "  to  sell,  to  vend ; "  4,  "  to  disperse,  ix>  emit 
at  large  ;  *  to  preserve  us  from  ruin  the  whole  kingdom  shoald  conti- 
nue in  a  firm  resolution  never  to  receive  or  utter  this  fatal  coin  '  — 
Swift;''  5,  «to  put  forth."  The  case  of  Rexv.  Shvkard,  IL  &  R. 
200,  is  expressly  in  point. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  words  of  the  report  are,  "  they  seemed 
to  be  of  opinion." 

Jervis,  C.  J.  You  observe  the  words,  "  upon  it"  The  judges 
were  of  opinion  that  it  should  be  parted  with,  or  tendered  or  offered, 
or  used  in  some  way  to  get  money  or  credit  upon  it] 

In  the  case  now  before  'the  court  the  document  was  not  used  to 
get  money  or  credit  upon  it  The  prisoner  in  effect  said,  *'  I  am  a 
man  of  substance,  here  are  my  receipts."  The  case  of  Regina  v. 
Radfordy  1  Den.  C.  C.  59,  will,  no  doubt,  be  relied  upon  by  the  prose- 
cution ;  but  the  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  that ;  because, 
in  Regina  v.  Radford^  credit  was  obtained  directly  by  means  of  the 
instrument 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  There  the  prisoner  said,  in  efiect,  "  Here  is  your 
receipt  in  discharge  of  payment"] 

Metcalfe  referred  to  Gingell  and  Purkins^  4  Exch.  R.  720 ;  and 
Standish  v.  Ross,  3  Exch.  R.  527. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  Take  the  case  of  justification  of  bail ;  a  man  pro- 
duces a  forged  deed,  or  a  forged  lease,  to  prove  that  he  is  of  snfficiait 
property,  would  that  be  an  uttering  ?  ] 

That  is  ^oing  farther  than  the  present  case.  There  there  would 
be  an  obtaining  credit  upon  it.  In  the  11th  edition  of  a  work,  for- 
merly edited  by  one  of  your  lordships,^  Arch.  Crim.  PL,  by  Welsby, 
Mr.  Welsby,  who  may  be  cited  as  authority,  comments  on  the  wonJs, 
"  utter  or  publish." 

t Pollock,  C.  B.     Not  yet  an  authority.] 
t  is,  no  doubt,  a  rule,  that  a  writer  on  law  is  not  to  be  considered 
an  authority  in  his  life.^     The  only  exception  to  the  rule,  perhaps,  is  in 
the  case  of  Justice  Story. 

[Coleridge,  J.     Story  is  dead. 

Cresswell,  J.  No  doubt  the  cases  are  carefully  abstracted  by  Mr. 
Welsby  in  the  passage  you  refer  to. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say  that  my 
opinion  of  Mr.  Welsby  is  one  of  sincere  respect] 

Metcalfe  cited  Regina  v.  Harris,  8  Car.  &  P.  428.  In  the  case  of 
Regina  v.  Langhran,  3  Cr.  &  D.  333  (Irish  Hep.)  the  prboner  handed 
to  another  man  a  parcel  containing  100  counterfeit  shillings  —  re- 
questing him  to  deliver  the  parcel  to  prisoner's  wife ;  held  by  Cramp- 
ton,  J.,  to  be  no  uttering.  In  Dewlin's  case^  Alison's  Principles  of 
Criminal  Law,  402,  a  forged  note  was  taken  by  prisoner  out  of  his 


1  Lord  Chief  Justice  Jebvis. 

s  This  rule  seems  "  more  honored  in  the  breach  than  in  the  observance."  The  anno 
tations  of  Mr.  Greaves,  Russ.  on  Crimes,  and  the  learned  work  of  Mr.  Pitt  IViylor  on 
Evidence,  are  constantly  cited  m  crown  cases ;  and  tJbe  writings  of  Chitty,  Staikie,  and 
also  of  Stor7,  were  referred  to  in  the  same  way,  in  iJbeir  lifetime. 
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pocket,  and  put  in  his  hand,  whence  it  fell  to  the  ground,  and  the 
prisoner  was  about  to  hand  it  over  the  counter, —  held  to  be  no  utter- 
ing. It  is  observed  in  the  same  work,  "  It  is  sufficient  to  complete, 
the  crime  if  the  forged  instrument  have  been  uttered,  t.  e.  pre- 
sented in  payment,  or  made  the  foundation  of  a  claim,  though  no 
advantage  whatever  was  gained  from  the  act  In  the  Report  of  the 
Penal  Code  of  Massachusetts,  1844,  Crim.  Law  Commissioners  — 
the  following  definition  of  the  word  "  uttering,"  odcurs ;  —  tit.  For- 
gery :  12.  —  "  The  uttering  of  a  writing  is  in  respect  to  forgery,  &c., 
the  fraudulently  and  deceptively  offering,  passing,  negotiating,  assign- 
ing, transferring  the  same,  or  putting  the  same  in  circulation  as  being 
true  and  genuine,  according  to  its  apparent  import,  by  a  person 
knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  with  the  intent  that  any  person  shall 
be  thereby  deceived,  and  that  any  person  shall  be  thereby  defirauded* 
or  prejudiced;"  —  citing  Rex  v.  Shvkard.  In  Metcalf  and  Per- 
kin's  United  States  Dig.  Forgery,  18,  "  passing  "  a  paper  is  defined 
as  putting  it  off  in  payment  or  exchange ;  <<  uttering,"  as  a  declara- 
tion that  it  is  good  with  an  intention  to  pass,  or  an  offer  to  pass  it ; 
U.  S.  V.  Mitchell,  1  Bald.  366.  So  in  Curtis's  United  States  Digest. 
Pledging  a  counterfeit  note,  which  was  to  be  redeemed  at  a  future 
day,  is  not  a  "  passing  within  the  meaning  of  the  act"  Gentry  v. 
The  State,  3  Yerg.  461.  Putnam's  Supp.  to  M.  &  P.  Digest,  Forge- 
ry, 98. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  If  the  landlord  had  called  for  his  rent,  and  the  same 
ceremony  had  been  gone  through  by  the  prisoner,  would  that  be  an 
uttering:] 

That  must  be  admitted. 

i Jervis,  C.  J.     The  jury  have  found  that  there  was  an  intent  to 
iraud. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  In  Regina  v.  Radford,  the  credit  was  not 
obtained  upon  the  instrument,  but  in  consequence  of  it] 

In  conclusion,  it  is  submitted  that  in  order  to  make  an  uttering,  the 
instrument  must  be  used  in  some  way  to  get  money  or  credit  upon  it 

Parry,  for  the  crown. 

The  only  point  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  is,  is  this  an  utter- 
ing ?  on  the  last  argument  it  was  contended  that  no  intent  to  defraud 
appeared. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  The  jury  have  found  that  there  was  an  in- 
tent to  defraud.] 

The  words  of  the  act  of  parliament  are,  "  utter,  or  put  off; "  —  not 
as  in  the  old  statute, "  put  away,"  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  present 
facts  amount  to  a  putting  off  The  uttering  of  a  receipt  is  for  the 
purpose  of  covering  an  antecedent  fraud. 

[Coleridoe,  J.  Suppose  a  receipt  is  prodaced  when  a  sum  of 
money  is  claimed. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Or  upon  the  settlement  of  an  account  a 
forged  receipt  is  produced  ?] 

It  is  employed  for  the  purpose  of  fraudulently  obtaining  money, 
but  not  upon  it     A  servant  is  charged  to  pay  money ;  he  says,  "  I 
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have  paid  it,  and  I  produce  the  receipt ; "  He  does  not  get  monej 
upon  it,  but  surely  that  would  be  an  uttering.  Supposing  the  persoL 
had  been  indicted  for  forging  the  instrument ;  the  intent  to  defrauc 
is  a  direct  presumption  of  law ;  if  this  be  an  instrument  for  the  forg- 
ery of  which  he  might  have  been  indicted,  could  he  not  be  eonvicteii 
of  uttering.  Regina  v.  Cooke^  8  Car.  &  P.  582,  before  Patteson,  J.,  is  an 
authority  in  support  of  this  view.  There,  however,  it  is  admitted  the 
prisoner  got  credit  on  the  instrument ;  and  so  here. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  No ;  not  upon  it  Regina  v.  Cooke  come» 
in  the  class  of  Rez  v.  Shukardy^LiiA  does  not  advance  your  argument.] 

The  prisoner  gets  credit  for  the  payment  of  his  rent 

1  Pollock,  C.  B.     Not  from  his  landlord. 
ERvis,  C.  J.     I  am  desirous  that  the  decision  of  the  judges  \l 
^Rex  V.  Shukard  should  be  considered.     How  can  a  man  get  monej 
on  a  court-roll,  exhibited  for  purposes,  of  fraud  ?J 

Perhaps  in  Shttkard^s  case  the  judges  were  not  satisfied  that  there 
was  evidence  that  the  defendant  "  published"  the  notes.  It  has  bees 
argued  that  the  prisoner,  in  the  present  case,  did  not  use  the  forged 
receipt  to  get  credit  upon  it;  but,  whether  he  or  a  third  person 
obtained  the  credit,  cannot  make  any  difference.  Rex  v.  BirkeU^  B. 
&  R.  86. 

[Pollock,  C.  B.  Here  the  receipt  is  not  used  against  the  landlord 
or  the  rate  collector  for  the  object  for  which  a  receipt  is  intended,  but 
for  a  collateral  purpose.  Is  not  the  present  like  the  case  where  a  man 
points  to  plate  lying  in  a  room,  as  a  proof  that  he  is  rich,  and  thereby 
obtains  credit  ?] 

That  would  be  a  false  pretence. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  question  is,  is  not  the  rule  in  Rex  v.  Skukard 
too  strict  ? 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  If  in  the  case  of  the  justification  of  bail, 
a  false  receipt  be  produced,  and  its  production  be  an  uttering,  then 
there  is  an  uttering  here.] 

Pa/rry  cited  Regina  v.  Welch,  2  Den.  C.  C.  78. 

Metcalfe  replied.  • 

Cujr.  adv.  vmU. 

On  the  29th  May,  A.  D.  1852,  the  judgment  of  the  court  was  given 
by  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.^ 

We  are  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  ought  to  be  affirmed.  Upon 
consideration  there  clearly  seems  to  us  to  have  been  an  uttering  of 
the  forged  receipt  within  the  meaning  of  11  Geo.  4,  &  1  Wm.  4,  c 
66,  s.  10. 

If  it  had  been  used  in  the  manner  stated,  for  the  direct  purpose  of 
gaining  credit  for  the  payment  which  it  purports  to  vouch,  there  can 
be  no  doubt,  since  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Radfordj  that  there  wonid 


1  The  editor  is  indebted  to  the  kindness  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  for  bis  krddiip't 
MS.  of  the  foregoing  judgment. 
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have  been  a  sufficient  uttering.   But  the  prisoner's  counsel  contended, 

that  there  cannot  be  an  uttering  of  a  forged  receipt  unless  it  be  used 

directly  to  gain  credit  upon  it  by  its  operating  as  a  receipt ;  so  that 

merely  using  this  receipt  for  the  purpose  proved,  to  induce  a  belief 

that  he  had  paid  the  money,  and  therefore  was  a  man  of  substance, 

does  not  amount  to  an  uttering  within  this  act  of  parliament.     Rex 

V.  &iukard,  which  was  mainly  relied  upon  for  this  distinction,  does 

not  seem  to  us  to  support  it.     That  case  is  entitled  to  the  highest 

respect,  and  upon  similar  facts  we  should  submit  to  its  authority. 

But  the  learned  judges  there  did  not  proceed  upon  the  distinction 

that  to  make  the  using  of  a  forged  negotiable  instrument  a  felonious 

uttering,  the  intention  of  the  prisoner  must  be  to  gain  credit  upon  it 

by  making  it  operate  as  such.     They  appear  to  have  thought  that 

there  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient  to  show  an  intention  in  tha^ 

prisoner  to  induce  the  innkeeper  to  advance  any  money  or  to  give 

credit  upon  it  to  him.     The  doctrine  supposed  to  be  established  by 

that  decision  is,  '<  that  in  order  to  make  it  an  uttering  it  should  be 

parted  with  or  tendered  or  used  in  some  way  to  get  money  or  credit 

upon  it."     The  words,  "  upon  it, "  we  consider  as  equivalent  to  "  by 

means  of  it;"  otherwise  there  could  hardly  be  an  uttering  of  court 

rolls  and  other  instruments  enumerated  in  the  statute. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  expressly  found  "  that  the  prisoner  placed 
the  receipt  in  the  hands  of  the  prosecutor  for  the  purpose  of  fraudu- 
lently inducing  him  to  advance  money  to  Gillard."  This  was  a  using 
of  the  forged  receipt  to  get  money  upon  it,  or  by  means  of  it,  as 
much  as  if  the  prisoner  himself  had  been  to  the  borrower  of  the  mo- 
ney, and  the  receipt  had  purported  that  he  had  paid  the  rates,  and 
the  prosecutor  had  thereupon  advanced  him  a  sum  of  money,  and 
had  been  cheated  out  of  it  by  him. 

We,  therefore,  think  that  the  conviction  was  according  to  decided 
cases  and  sound  prmciples  of  law.^ 


^Jn  The  State  v.  Beeler,!  Brevard,  482.  Metcalf,  464,  (1842,)  Shaw,  C.  J.,  said, 

it  was  held,  that  staking  counterfeit  coin  "  the  word  *  pass,'  when  applied  to  bank 

at  a  gaming  table,  as  and  for  good  money,  notes,  generally  meant,  to  deliver  them  as 

was    an    attempt   to  uUer  or   pass  the  money,  or  as  a  known  and  conventional, 

same  j  and,  that  actually  losing  it  at  play,  substitute  for  money."    In  order  to  pass  a 

was  a  "passing"  of  the  same  within  the  counterfeit  bill  or  coin,  it  must  be  received 

law.    And  see  Ccmmonwealth  v.  Woodbury^  by  the  person  to  whom  it  is  offered.     But 

Thachcr's  C.  C.  47,  (1824).    But  in  Gen-  a  person  may  be  guilty  of  uttering^  who 

try  V.  The  State,  3  Yereer,  451,  (1832),  only  declares,  by  word  or  act,  that  a  bill  is 

it  was  determined,  that  pledging  a  coun-  good,  with  intent  to  pass  it  a,s  such.     See 

terfeit  note,  which  was  to  be  redeemed  at  The  United  States  v.  Mitchell,  1  Baldwin, 

a  future  day,  was  not  a  "  passing "  within  366,  (1831);  Commontcealth  v.  Searle,  2 

the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  Tennessee.  Binney,  339,  (1810). 
In  Hopkins  v.    The  Commonwealth,  8 
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Reoina  v.  Oldham.'^ 

May  29,  1852. 

Implements  of  Housebreaking  —  Possession  of  a4  Night —  Si€iL  14  4* 

15  Vict,  c.  19,  s,  1. 

Whether  an  implement  is  to  he  considered  an  implement  of  honsehreaking,  within  staL  14 
&  15  Vict  c.  19,  s.  l,mast  depend  upon  the  purpose  for  which  the  person  charged  has  pos- 
session of  it 

Any  implement  that  may  be  use(^  for  the  purpose  of  housebreaking,  if  the  jmy  find  it  to  bar? 
bioon  in  the  possession  of  the  person  chaiged  for  that  purpose,  at  the  time  and  pUce 
alleged,  is  an  implement  of  housebreaking  within  that  section,  although  it  may  also  he  aa 
implement  which  is  used  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life  for  lawful  purposes. 

Where,  therefore,  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  under  that  section,  the  evidence  was  that 
the  prisoner  was  found  by  night,  and  without  lawful  excuse,  in  possession  of  a  number  c( 
faouse-door  keys,  and  a  pair  of  pincers,  all  of  an  ordinary  description,  but  not  in  poasesskw 
of  any  of  the  particular  implements  of  housebreaking  enumerated  in  the  section,  and  the 
jury  found  that  the  prisoner  at  the  time  had  the  keys  in  his  possession  for  the  purpose  <.4 
housebreaking :  — 

Held,  that  he  was  properly  convicted  of  the  offence  thereby  created. 

At  the  Court  of  General  Quarter  Sessions  holden  for  the  county 
of  Lancaster,  at  Kirkdale,  on  the  20th  of  April,  1852,  Joseph  Old- 
ham was  tried  before  John  William  Harden,  Esq.,  and  others.  Justi- 
ces of  the  peace,  upon  an  indictment  charging  him  with  being  found 
by  night,  having  in  his  possession,  without  lawful  excuse,  certain  im- 
plements of  housebreaking,  to  wit,  one  pair  of  pincers,  ten  keys,  and 
a  piece  of  iron,  against  the  form  of  the  statute ;  and  it  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  prisoner  was  found  by  night,  and  without  lawful 
excuse,  in  possession  of  a  number  of  housendoor  keys,  and  a  pair  of 
pincers,  all  of  which  articles  were  of  an  ordinary  description,  such  as 
are  commonly  used  for  lawful  purposes,  but  which  were  capable, 
from  their  nature,  of  being  also  used  for  purposes  of  housebreaking. 
It  was  objected,  on  the  trial,  that  the  evidence  did  not  support  the 
indictment,  as  the  articles  were  not  either  picklock  keys,  implements 
of  housebreaking,  or  any  of  the  other  articles  mentioned  in  the  first 
section  of  the  stat.  14  &  15  Vict  c.  19,  which  enacts,  that  "  if  any 
person  shall  be  found  by  night  armed  with  any  dangerous  or  offen- 
sive weapons  or  instrument  whatsoever,  with  intent  to  break  or  enter 
into  any  dwelling  or  other  building  whatsoever,  and  to  commit  any 
felony  therein  ;  or  if  any  person  shall  be  found  by  night  having  in  his 
possession,  without  lawful  excuse  (the  proof  of  which  excuse  shall 
lie  on  such  person),  any  picklock  key,  crow,  jack,  bit,  or  other  imple- 
ment of  housebreaking ;  or  if  any  person  shall  be  found  by  night, 
having  his,  face  blackened,  or  otherwise  disguised,  with  intent  to  com- 


1 16  Jut.  605 ;  21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  M.  C.  184 ;  5  Cox,  C.  C.  551 ;  2  Denison,  C,  C. 
472.  Before  Lord  Campbell,  0.  J.,  Aldebsok,  B.,  Maule,  J.,  Cresswell,  J., 
and  Eble,  J. 
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mit  any  felony ;  or  if  any  person  shall  be  found  by  night  in  any 
dwelling-house,  or  other  building  whatsoever,  with  intent  to  commit 
any  felony  therein,  every  such  offender  shall  be  gnUty  of  a  misdemea- 
nor, and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  to  be  imprisoned  with  or  without  hard  labor,  for  any  terra 
not  exceeding  three  years."  The  chairman  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say 
-whether  the  articles  so  found  in  the  prisoner's  possession  were  imple- 
ments which  might  be  used  for  purposes  of  housebreaking,  and  whe- 
ther, at  the  time  he  was  so  found  in  possession  of  them,  it  was  his 
intention  to  use  them  as  implements  of  housebreaking. 

The  jury  found  the  prisoner  guilty,  but  inasmuch  as  the  question 
raised  on  the  trial  is  not  free  from  doubt,  and  the  court  was  strongly 
'  urged  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  prisoner  to  submit  it  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  judges  of  the  superior  courts,  judgment  was  post-^ 
poned,  in  6rder  that  such  opinion  might  be  taken,  and  the  prisoner 
was  remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  governor  of  the  house  of  correc- 
tion at  Kirkdale,  until  the  midsummer  sessions. 

The  foregoing  is  the  case  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the  said  judges 
is  required  accordingly. 

The  case  was  not  argued  by  counsel. 

Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction  ought 
to  be  affirmed.  The  prisoner  is  charged  with  having  unlawful  pos- 
session of  instruments  of  housebreaking.  Now,  it  is  true  that  he 
had  not  any  crowbar  or  picklock  in  his  possession,  and  that  the  keys 
which  he  had  were  of  an  ordinary  kind, —  but  the  jury  have  found 
that  there,  was  the  purpose  and  intent  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  to 
use  those  keys  as  implements  of  housebreaking ;  and  though  they 
may  be  used  for  lawful  purposes,  it  is  clear  they  may  also  be  used  for 
the  purpose  of  housebreaking,  which,  as  it  appears  to  me,  is  all  the 
statute  requires. 

Alderson,  B.  I  am  pf  the  same  opinion.  Many  cases  may  be 
put  in  which  it  would  be  perfectly  clear  that  persons  were  in  posses- 
sion of  perfectly  lawful  instruments,  for  housebreaking  purposes.  If, 
for  instance,  the  door-keys  to  all  the  houses  in  a  long  street  were 
found  in  the  possession  of  a  person,  without  lawful  excuse,  there  could 
be  very  little  doubt  that  he  meant  to  use  them  as  implements  of 
housebreaking.  Or,  suppose  a  chisel,  which  exactly  fitted  a  mark 
upon  a  particular  door,  which  there  had  been  an  attempt  to  break 
open,  was  found  upon  a  man,  there  could  not  be  much  doubt  that  it 
was  an  implement  of  housebreaking,  although  capable  of  being  used 
for  lawful  purposes,  and  not  specified  in  the  act  of  parliament 

Maule,  J.  In  Mr.  Greaves's  edition  of  these  criminal  statutes,  the 
words  of  the  statute  are  set  out :  "  or  if  any  person  shall  be  found  by 
night  having  in  his  possession,  without  lawful  excuse  (the  proof  of 
which  excuse  shall  lie  on  such  person),  any  picklock  key,  crow,  jack, 
bit,  or  other  implement  of  housebreaking ; "  —  there  i»  a  comma  after 
the  word  <*  key,"  and  not  one  before  it ;  but  on  the  parliament  roll  it 

48* 
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is  well  known  that  there  are  no  stops,  and  I  think  the  section  should 
be  read  as  if  there  was  a  comma  before  the  word  "  key,"  as  v^eU  as 
after  it ;  '*  any  picklock,  key,  crow,"  &c.  If  this  is  not  .so,  then  the 
act  of  parliament  does  not  comprehend  the  most  usual  implement  of 
housebreaking,  —  "  skeleton  keys."  The  word  "  picklock  "  is  perfectly 
intelligible  ;  and  the  word  "  key  "  would  comprehend  a  skeleton  key, 
and  any  kind  of  key  capable  of  being  employed  for  purposes  of  house- 
breaking. Upon  this  view  of  the  statute,  the  possession  of  keys, 
without  lawful  excuse,  falls  within  the  express  words  of  the  act  of 
parliament. 

Cresswell,  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  my  brother  Maule. 

Erle,  J.  I  also  think  that  any  implement  capable  of  being  nsed 
for  the  purposes  of  housebreaking,  where  the  jury  find  that  the  person 
charged  had  them  in  his  possession  for  the  purposes  of  housebreaking, 
are  within  the  statute. 

Conviction  affirmed. 


Reoina  v.  Thomas  Johnson  and  Charles  Wrigut.^ 

NoTember  22,  1851. 

Larceny  —  Bcmtc  Custody. 

Two  men,  J.  and  W.,  acting  in  concert,  and  intending  to  defraud  S.,  entered  &e  shop  of  &, 
and  bj  means  of .  an  artifice  induced  him  to  draw  a  check  on  his  bank  for  42/^  payabk  in 
the  name  of  the  prisoner  J^  and  then  to  accompany  J.  to  the  bank  to  see  it  paid,  on  the 
understanding  that  they  were  to  return  to  finish  the  transaction  by  the  payment  to  S.  of 
forty-two  soTcreigns,  and  that  the  prisoner  W.  waa  to  remain  at  the  shop  till  J.  and  SL 
went  and  returned  from  the  bank. 

At  Uie  bank,  by  the  desire  of  S.,  the  banker  handed  four  ten  pound  notes  and  two  soreteigns 
to  the  prisoner  J.,  in  the  presence  of  S. 

The  prosecutor  S.,  and  the  prisoner  J.,  left  the  bank  together,  and  while  on  their  way  back 
to  S.'s  shop,  J.  went  into  an  inn-yard,  and  promising  to  return  immediately,  absconded 
with  the  four  ten  pound  notes,  and  the  two  soTCreic^ns,  which  he  and  the  prisoner  W.  (who. 
in  the  meantime  had  gone  off  from  the  shop  with  the  forty-two  sovereigns)  appropriated  to 
their  own  use :  — 

Hdd^  that  the  misappropriation  of  the  notes  and  two  sovereigns  was  larceny,  S.  never  having 
parted  with  the  property  and  possession  in  them,  and  the  prisoner  J.  having  had  no  more 
than  the  bare  custody  of  the  money  which  ho  carried  off. 

At  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  held  in  and  for  the 
liberty  of  Peterborough,  on  the  3d  of  July,  A.  D.  1851,  Thomas 
Johnson  and  Charles  Wright  were  indicted  for  stealing  a  bankers 
check  for  the  payment  of  42/.,  four  bank  notes  for  the  payment  of 
10/.  each,  and  forty-four  sovereigns,  the  property  of  John  Salman, 


1  2  DeniBon,  C.  C.  810. 
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and  a  verdiciT  of  gailty  was  recorded  against  them,  subject  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal  on  the  following  case :  — 

The  prosecutor  was  seated  at  his  shop  door  at  Peterborough,  on 
the  28th  of  June  last,  being  market  day.  The  prisoners  placed  them- 
selves near  him,  and  began  a  conversation  about  the  sale  of  some 
beast  and  a  pony ;  they  disagreed  as  to  the  price,  Johnson  asking 
42/.,  and  Wright  offering  40/.,  when  the  prosecutor  said,  "  split  the 
difference."  Johnson  then  said  Wright  should  have  them,  were  it  not 
that  his  (Johnson's)  father  would  be  angry,  as  Wright  had  bought 
two  cows  over  his  head.  Wright  offered  to  give  up  the  cows.  The 
prosecutor  again  interposed,  and  the  prisoners  appeared  to  conclude 
a  bargain  that  Wright  should  give  Johnson  42/.  for  tl|e  beast  and  the 
pony,  and  that  a  half  sovereign  should  be  returned,  provided  the 
prosecutor  would  take  the  money  from  Wright  and  pay  it  to  Johnson, 
as  if  he,  the  prosecutor,  were  the  buyer,  and  so  that  Johnson's  father 
might  believe  him  to  be  the  real  purchaser.  The  prosecutor  con- 
sented to  act  as  a  "  go-between."  The  parties  then  entered  his  shop, 
and  Wright  counted  out  forty-two  sovereigns,  forty  of  which  passed 
through  the  prosecutor's  hands  to  Johnson,  and  the  other  two  laid 
upon  the  counter.  Johnson  laid  down  the  forty  sovereigns  upon  the 
counter  also,  with  an  explanation  that  his  father,  "  who  was  an 
austere  man,"  would  not  be  satisfied  without  a  check  upon  a  banker, 
and  requested  the  prosecutor  to  draw  one  accordingly.  The  prose- 
cutor went  round  to  his  desk,  leaving  the  prisoners  with  the  sovereigns, 
drew  the  check  payable  to  Thomas  Johnson  or  bearer  for  42/.,  returned, 
and  delivered  it  to  Johnson.  At  this  time  he  lost  all  thought  of  the 
money,  and  when  he  returned  from  his  desk  the  sovereigns  had  di&> 
appeared.  Johnson  said,  the  prosecutor  must  go  with  him  to  the 
bank  to  draw  the  money.  The  prosecutor  consented,  and  Wright 
was  to  remain  in  the  shop  until  they  returned  "  to  finish  the  transac- 
tion." The  prosecutor  and  Johnson  left  Wright  alone  at  the  shop 
door,  and  went  to  the  bank  together,  when  the  check  was  cashed  by 
desire  of  the  prosecutor  in  four  notes  of  10/.  each,  and  two  sovereigns. 
Johnson  took  the  money,  and  came  out  of  the  bank,  the  prosecutor 
stopping  for  a  minute  or  two  to  give  some  directions  about  his  pass- 
book. Instead  of  returning  at  once  to  Wright  at  the  prosecutor's 
shop,  Johnson  requested  the  prosecutor  to  accompany  him  to  an  inn, 
wher§  he  said  his  father  was,  to  satisfy  him  as  to  the  business.  They 
went  into  the  inn-yard  together,  where  Johnson  called  for  his  pony, 
at  the  same  time  slipping  a  half  sovereign  into  the  prosecutor's  hand, 
saying,  "  I  will  go  and  turn  out  the  beast,"  when  he  made  off  by  the 
back  entrance  of  the  inn-yard,  leaving  the  prosecutor  with  the  half 
sovereign  and  the  pony,  which  the  ostler  delivered  to  him,  instead  of 
returning  with  him  to  the  shop  (where  Wright  was  to  remain)  "  to 
finish  the  transaction,"  as  the  prosecutor  all  along  expected  was  to  be 
done,  and  the  forty-two  sovereigns  handed  over  to  him.  The  prose- 
cutor then,  for  the  first  time,  suspected  that  he  had  been  cheated.  He 
made  haste  home  with  the  pony,  and  found  that  Wright  had  fled 
and  the  forty -two  sovereigns  also;  nobody  but  the  prosecutor's  daugh- 
ter having  been  in  the  shop.     The  pony,  with  the  bridle  and  saddle, 
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were  not  worth  more  than  fifty  shillings.  The  priaonep  Johnson  was 
well  dressed,  like  a  farmer,  and  Wright  like  a  jobber,  and  the  prose- 
cutor swore  that  he  believed  them  to  be  respectable  men,  and  engaged 
in  a  bond  fide  transaction,  and  that  he  assisted  in  it  purely  oat  of 
good  nature,  and  was  not  to  receive  one  penny  for  what  he  did.  He 
also  stated  that  he  should  have  allowed  Johnson  to  go  to  the  bank 
alone  with  the  check,  he  remaining  with  Wright  and  the  sovereigns 
in  the  shop,,  had  not  John  requested  him  to  go  to  thB  bank  ^th  him. 
The  prosecutor  expressly  stated  in  his  evidence  that  he  expected 
Johnson  was  to  come  back  with  him  to  Wright,  and  that  he  was  to 
have  the  forty-two  sovereigns  from  Wright  That  he  did  not  expect 
Wright  would  *icut  away,"  and  did  not  consider  Johnson  at  liberty 
to  go  off  with  the  money  before  he,  the  prosecutor,  had«the  sovereigns 
in  exchange.  It  was  proved  that  during  the  same  morning  the  {xi- 
soners  attempted  to  engage  another  party  in  a  similar  transaction,  and 
evidence  was  given  to  show  that  the  prisoners  were  acting  in  concert, 
and  were  apprehended  in  a  gig  together  the  same  evening,  aboa: 
twenty  miles  from  Peterborough,  Wright  having  forty-five  sovereigns 
found  upon  him. 

The  prisoners'  counsel  contended  that  these  facts  would  not  justify 
a  conviction  for  larceny.  The  chairman,  therefore,  put  the  following 
questions  to  the  jury : 

First ;  did  the  priscHiers  throughout  intend  to  get  the  property  of 
the  prosecutor  into  their  possession  by  fraud,  and  apply  it  to  their  own 
use? 

Secondly ;  did  the  prosecutor  intend  to  part  with  his  property  in 
the  check,  and  change  until  Johnson  returned  with  them,  and  the  prose- 
cutor received  the  forty-two  sovereigns  ? 

Thirdly ;  if  they  should  find  that  when  the  prosecutor  gave  Johnson 
the  check  he  parted  with  the  property  in  it,  and  the  money  obtained 
for  it  at  the  bank,  whose  property  were  the  forty-two  sovereigns  left 
upon  the  counter? 

And  he  directed  them,  that  if  they  found  the  first  question  in  the 
affirmative,  and  the  second  in  the  negative,  that  the  prisoners  were  in 
law  guilty  of  larceny  of  the  check  and  change ;  and  further,  that  if  they 
found  the  first  two  questions  in  the  affirmative,  and  found  also  that 
the  forty-two  sovereigns  left  on  the  counter  became  the  property  of 
the  prosecutor  when  the  check  was  delivered  to  Johnson  or  cashed  at 
the  bank,  and  were  taken  away  by  Wright,  they  were  guilty  of  *a  lar- 
ceny of  those  forty-two  sovereigns.  The  jury  found  an  original  intent 
to  defraud,  followed  by  a  general  verdict  of  guilty,  when  the  prisoners^ 
counsel  applied  for  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Criminal 
Appeal,  and  thereupon  the  chairman  requested  the  jury  to  give  distinct 
answers  to  the  several  questions  before  stated ;  and  they  answered 
the  first  question  in  the  affirmative,  and  the  second  in  the  negative, 
and  no  reply  to  the  third  question  was  thereupon  asked  for.  If,  upon 
the  facts  stated  and  findings  by  the  jury,  the  prisoners  are  guilty  of 
larceny,  the  verdict  is  to  stand.  The  prisoners  were  liberated  on  giving 
bail  to  appear  and  receive  judgment 

On  the  15th  of  November,  A.  D.  1851,  this  case  was  argued 
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before  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Maule,  J.,  Piatt,  B.,  Talfourd,  J.,  and 
Martin,  B. 

Mellor,  Q,  C,  for  the  crown. 

Bliss^  Q.  (7.,  for  the  prisoners. 

I  submit  that  the  prisoners  are  not  guilty  of  larceny  either  of  the 
forty-two  sovereigns,  or  of  the  check,  or  of  the  bank  notes  arid  two 
sovereigns,  the  change  for  the  check.  First,  as  to  the  forty-two  sove- 
reigns, there  could  be  no  larceny  of  them, — they  never  were  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  prosecutor.  They  merely  passed  through  his  hand  from 
Wright  to  JohnlSon,  and  the  opinion  of  the  jury  was  not  taken  as  to 
these  forty-two  sovereigns. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  As  to  the  forty-two  sovereigns,  there  is 
no  conviction.] 

(Secondly,  as  to  the  check,  there  was  no  larceny.  There  was  no 
abstracting,  —  no  felonious  taking. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  You  say  that  the  check  was  not  taken 
invito  domino.] 

The  check  was  absolutely  passed  over  to  the  prisoner  Johnson  by 
the  prosecutor,  and  it  was  presented  at  the  bank  at  the  prosecutor^s 
request.  There  was  no  taking,  without  which  there  can  be  no  lar- 
ceny. That  was  done  with  the  check  which  the  prosecutor  himself 
desired  should  be  done  with  it,  according  to  the  purport,  tenor,  and 
effect  of  the  check,  which  was  payable  to  the  prisoner  Johnson  by 
name.  Thirdly,  the  bank  notes  and  the  two  sovereigns,  the  change 
for  the  check,  never  were  the  prosecutor's.  This  point  is  not  deter- 
inined  by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  for  the  question  is  not  what  the 
prosecutor  intended,  but  what  the  banker,  the  prosecutor's  agent, 
intended  and  did.  The  banker  having  the  possession  and  authority, 
clearly  intended  to  give  the  money,  and  did  give  it  to  the  prisoner. 

Maule,  J.  Is  it  not  open  to  the  prosecutor  to  say  that  the  prose- 
cutor and  the  prisoner  went  to  the  bank  together ;  that  the  prisoner 
had  the  check,  which  was  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  and  that 
the  banker  gave  them,  being  both  together,  change  for  the  check  ?] 

If  the  prosecutor  were  induced  to  part  with  the  possession  only, 
and  not  the  property,  then  this  would  no  doubt  be  a  case  of  larceny, 
but  if  he  parted  with  both  the  property  and  the  possession,  then  it 
would  be  a  case  of  false  pretences. 

[Platt,  B.  The  banker  had  the  property  of  the  notes  and  two 
sovereigns  before  in  himself.] 

And  he  transfers  it  to  the  prisoner.  It  makes  all  the  difference  that 
a  third  person  hands  over  the  notes. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  But  the  prosecutor  was  present;  and 
whose  the  property  was  depends  upon  the  understanding  between  the 
prosecutor  and  the  prisoner.] 

The  notes  were  paid  by  the  banker  to  the  prisoner. 

[Martin,  B.  Suppose  two  gentlemen  go  to  a  bank.  One  of  them 
has  a  check,  and  at  the  counter  he  gives  it  to  the  other,  who  hands  it 
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in  and  receives  the  amount  in  change,  —  whose  money  would  the 
change  be  ?] 

But  if  the  prosecutor  never  had  possession  except  by  the  prisoner, 
the  offence  would  not  be  larceny,  but  embezzlement.  In  larceny  the 
prosecutor  must  have  had  a  corporal  possession.  Rex  v.  Bazeley^  2 
Leach,  835 ;  2  East  P.  C.  571 ;  Rex  v.  Waile^  1  Leach,  28 ;  Rex  v. 
Bull,  2  Leach,  841  \  Regina  v.  Waits,  2  Den.C.  C.14,1  Eng.  Rep.  55S. 

Mellor,  Q.  C,  for  the  crown. 

First,  it  is  important  to  observe  that  it  is  found  in  the  case  that 
there  was  an  original  intention  on  the  part  of  both  the  prisoners  to 
deprive  the  prosecutor  of  his  property,  by  means  of  fraud ;  but  the 
prosecutor  never  did  part  with  the  property,  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
cases  go.  K  the  prisoner,  by  means  of  a  trick,  obtained  the  check 
anifM)  furaaidi,  he  is  guilty  of  larceny. 

[Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.  Although  all  that  is  done,  is  done  \s 
arranged  by  the  prosecutor.] 

Yes ;  but  as  it  was  done  by  fraud  and  trick,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  it  was  done  against  his  will. 

[Maule,  J.  Would  not  that  put  an  end  to  all  the  distinctions 
between  larceny  and  false  pretences  ?] 

I  apprehend  not.  2  Russell  on  Crimes,  23,  24.  At  the  banker's, 
the  prosecutor  and  the  prisoner  were  present  together.  The  check  was 
as  much  in  the  possession  of  the  prosecutor  as  of  the  prisoner.  The 
prisoner  had  but  the  ^*  bare  custody ;''  and  Lord  Hale  says,  such  bare 
custody  is  not  enough  to  prevent  an  offence  from  being  larceny. 
According  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  the  prosecutor  did  not  intend  to 
part  with  his  property  in  the  check  till  he  received  forty-two  sove- 
reigns for  it.  There  is  no  pretence  that  the  prisoner  received  the 
check  lawfully.  By  a  trick,  he  induces  the  prosecutor  to  give  it  to 
him.  Possession  rightly  means  an  independent  possession,  and  thoe 
was  no  independent  possession  in  the  prisoner,  either  of  the  check  or 
of  the  notes.  Rex  v.  Spears,  2  East  P.  C.  568 ;  2  Russell  on  Crimes, 
23.  The  prisoner  had  no  independent  possession  of  the  notes  and 
two  sovereigns.  They  were  the  property  of  the  prosecutor,  and  con- 
structively the  possession  remained  in  him  aU  the  time.  The  prisoner 
had  the  custody  of  the  notes  and  the  two  sovereigns,  but  the  custody 
only,  for  the  prosecutor  never  intended  to  part  with  the  property  or 
possession  in  them,  until  he  received  at  his  shop  the  forty-two  sove- 
reigns, as  agreed  upon.  The  prisoner  never  had  an  independent  pos- 
session of  the  notes  and  two  sovereigns,  and  unless  he  had  such  an 
independent  possession,  his  misappropriation  of  them  was  larceny. 

Blis$  replied,  and  cited  Rex  v.  Robson,  Russ.  &  R.  413 ;  Rex  v. 
Nicholson,  2  East  P.  C.  669 ;  Rex  v.  Bazeley,  2  East  P.  C.  571 ;  Rex 
V.  'Klley,  2  Leach  C.  C.  662 ;  Rex  v.  Spears,  2  Leach  C.  C.  825. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 
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On  the  22d  of  November,  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  fol- 
lowing judgment  i :  — 

We  are  of  opinion  that Jbhe  conviction  is  right,  with  respect  to  the 
bank  notes  and  the  two  sovereigns  that  were  given  in  exchange  for 
the  check.  It  appears  that  the  check  was  the  property  of  the  prose- 
cutoY",  and  the  jury  have  found  that  the  prisoners  throughout  intended 
to  get  the  property  of  the  prosecutor  into  their  possession  by  fraud, 
and  apply  it  to  their  own  use,  and  that  the  prosecutor  did  not  intend 
to  part  with  his  property  in  the  check  and  the  change  for  it  until 
Johnson  retui'ned  with  the  change,  and  until  the  prosecutor  received 
the  forty-two  sovereigns.  The  check  then  being  the  property  of  the 
prosecutor,  he  accompanied  Johnson  to  the  banker's  to  get  it  cashed; 
and  it  is  expressly  found  that  'Hhe  prosecutor  and  Johnson  left  Wright 
alone  at  the  shop  door  and  went  to  the  bank  together,  when  the  check 
was  cashed,  by  desire  of  the  prosecutor,  in  four  notes  of  ten  pounds 
each  and  two  sovereigns."  Now  these  words  to  which  our  attention 
was  not  particularly  called  on  the  argument  of  the  case,  are  material, 
because  they  show  that  the  prosecutor  continued  to  exercise  a  control 
over  the  transaction  as  owner  of  the  check,  and  that  it  was  upon  his 
direction  that  the  banker  paid  the  check  in  four  notes  of  ten  pounds 
and  two  sovereigns.  These  notes  and  sovereigns  were  handed  over 
to  Johnson  with  the  permission  and  by  order  of  the  prosecutor. 
Johnson  was  intrusted  by  the  prosecutor  to  hold  them,  and  merely  to 
hold  them;  he  had  the  custody  of  the  money^  and  not  the  pos- 
session. The  possession  still  remained  in  the  prosecutor.  The  pro- 
perty remained  in  him,  and  he  had  never  parted  with  the  possession. 
Johnson  received  the  notes  and  sovereigns  with  intent  to  steal  them, 
and  the  case  clearly  amounts  to  larceny.  The  cases  in  2  East,  P.  C. 
are  directly  in  point. 


REOiNiL  V.  William  Powell.' 

January  28,  1858. 

Burglary —  Goods  and  Chattels —  (Moses  in  Action. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted  for  haying  bniglarionsly  broken  and  entered  the  honse  of  the  pro* 
secutor,  in  the  night-time,  with  intent  to  steal  Uie  "  goods  and  chattels  ^  therein.  The 
jury  found  that  he  broke  and  entered  the  house  with  intent  to  steal  mortgage  deeds : — 

Edd,  that  being  subsisting  securities  for  the  payment  of  money,  mortgage  deeds  are  chosea  in 
action^  and  as  such,  were  improperly  described  in  the  indictment  as  goods  and  chattels,  and, 
consequontly,  that  the  oonyiction  was  wrong. 

WiLLAM  Powell  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Talfourd,  at  the 


I  The  other  judges  present  were  Aldebsok,  B.,  Platt,  B.,  Talfourd,  J.,  and 
Martin,  B. 
a  2  Dcnison,  C.  C.  408. 
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last  assizes  for  Brecon,  on  an  indictment  charging  him  with  burglari- 
ously hreaking  and  entering  the  dwelling  house  of  David  Williams, 
in  the  night-time,  with  intent  to  steal  goods  and  chattels  therein. 

The  prisoner,  in  1843,  borrowed  of  David  Williams  the  snm  of 
600^.,  and  executed  to  him  a  mortgage  in  fee  of  freehold  land ;  and 
in  the  year  1848  he  borrowed  of  Williams  the  further  sum  of  20021, 
and  executed  another  mortgage  by  way  of  further  charge  on  the  s^me 
land.  Both  deeds  contained  the  usual  provisos  of  redemption  and 
covenants  for  the  payment  of  principal  and  interest  of  the  sums  ad- 
vanced. Williams,  the  mortgagee,  brought  an  action  of  debt  against 
the  prisoner  for  the  recovery  of  these  sums  remaining  unpaid,  which 
was  pending  for  trial  when  the  burglary  was  committed. 

The  evidence  proved  that  the  prisoner  committed  the  burglary  for 
the  purpose  of  stealing  the  mortgage  deeds ;  and,  in  answer  to  a 
question  put  to  the  jury  by  the  judge,  after  they  had  delivered  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty,  they  stated  that  the  offence  was  committed  with  intent 
to  steal  the  mortgage  deeds.  In  a  bundle  with  the  first  deed,  which 
had  been  kept  in  a  drawer,  ransacked  on  the  night  of  the  burglary, 
was  a  satisfied  and  cancelled  bond  of  a  former  mortgage,  belonging 
to  Williams,  the  mortgagee,  and  which  was  afterwards  kept  with  both 
mortgage  deeds,  bilt  then  was  in  fact  at  the  office  of  the  mortgagee's 
attorney  when  the  burglary  was  committed. 

On  the  part  of  the  prisoner  it  was  objected  that  the  intent  was  not 
properly  alleged  in  the  indictment^  as,  though  the  mortgage  deeds 
might  be  the  subject  of  statutable  larceny  as  "  valuable  securities," 
they  were  not  "  goods  and  chattels."  His  lordship  ovemiled  the 
objection,  thinking  that  the  mortgage  deeds  being  substantially  secur- 
ities for  debts,  and  containing  covenants  to  pay  principal  and  inte- 
rest, were  distinguishable  from  deeds  which,  as  "  savoring  of  the 
realty,"  were  not  the  objects  of  larceny  at  common  law,  and  that 
the  parchments  on  which  the  covenants  were  inscribed  were  chattels, 
if,  indeed,  the  words  "  goods  and  chattels  "  might  not  be  rejected  as 
surplusage. 

The  prisoner  was  sentenced  to  ten  years'  transportation,  but  doubts 
having  been  suggested  if  he  was  properly  convicted,  on  the  objections 
as  applied  to  the  facts,  the  learned  judge  reserved  this  case  for  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeal ;  the  prisoner  remaining 
in  this  country  under  his  sentence. 

The  counsel  for  the  prosecution  also  relied  on  the  satisfied  bond 
as,  at  all  events,  the  subject  of  larceny. 

The  question  for  the  court  is,  whether  the  conviction  is  right  ? 

On  Saturday,  24th  January,  A.  D.  1852,  this  case  was  argued  before 
.Iervis,  C.  J.,  Alderson,  B.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Wightman,  J.,  and  Tal- 

FOURD,  J. 

Slade  Q.  C,  and  T.  Allen^  for  the  prisoner. 

Slade  referred  to  the  indorsement  of  the  verdict  on  the  briefs  of 
counsel  at  the  trial  —  "  Guilty  of  breaking  into  the  house  of  the  pros- 
ecutor by  night,  with  intent  to  steal  the  mortgage  deeds  only." 
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[Jervis  C.  J.  The  statute  only  gives  us  power  to  deal  with  the 
case  reserved  for  our  consideration,  and  we  cannot  enter  into  any 
other  question. 

Alderson,  B.  The  jury  having  found  that  the  offence  was  com- 
mitted with  intent  to  steal  the  mortgage  deeds,  we  shall  infer  that 
they  find  him  guilty  of  that  intent  only.] 

The  charge  against  the  prisoner  at  the  trial  was,  that  he  had  com- 
mitted burglary.  Burglary  is  defined  as  a  breaking  and  entering  the 
mansion-house  of  another  in  the  night,  with  intent  to  commit  some 
felony  within  the  ^ame,  whether  such  felonious  intent  be  executed  or 
not.  In  order  to  constitute  burglary,  there  must  be  the  intent  to  com- 
mit a  felony.  If  it  appear  that  the  breaking  and  entering  was  to 
commit  a  mere  trespass,  it  will  not  amount  to  a  burglary,  and  the 
party  injured  will  be  left  to  a  civil  remedy.  It  is  necessary  to  prove 
the  intent  laid  in  the  indictment  as  laid.  Now  it  is  alleged  in  the 
indictment,  that  the  prisoner  broke  and  entered  the  dwelling-house  of 
the  prosecutor  with  intent  to  steal  the  goods  and  chattels  therein.  It 
must,  therefore,  appear  that  the  prisoner  intended  to  steal  goods  and 
chattels.  But  the  jury  find  that  the  intent  of  the  prisoner  was  to 
steal  the  mortgage  deeds.  In  the  year  1843,  the  prisoner  borrowed 
the  sum  of  600Z.  from  the  prosecutor,  and  then  executed  to  him  a 
mortgage  in  fee  of  freehold  land;  and,  in  the  year  1848  borrowed  of 
him  a  further  sum  of  200^.,  executing  another  mortgage  by  way  of 
further  charge  on  the  same  land.  The  prosecutor  brought  an  action 
of  debt  against  the  prisoner  to  recover  these  sums ;  and  the  prisoner 
supposing  that  these  mortgage  deeds  were  at  the  house  of  the  pro- 
secutor, broke  into  his  house  with  intent  to  possess  himself  of  these 
deeds,  though,  in  fact,  they  were  at  the  office  of  his  solicitor.  The 
satisfied  bond,  it  is  assumed,  is  out  of  the  question. 

[Alderson,  B.  The  question  is,  whether  mortgage  deeds  are 
"goods  and  chattels  ? "] 

The  intent  proved  is  to  steal  mortgage  deeds.  The  intent  laid  is 
to  steal  goods  and  chattels.  It  is  submitted  then,  first,  that  mort- 
gage deeds  are  not  goods  and  chattels,  because  they  savor  of  the 
realty. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.     Would  they  go  to  the  heir  or  to  the  executor?] 

The  courts  have  differed  in  their  views  upon  the  subject.  But  it 
is  not  material,  for  if  it  should  be  held  that  they  would  go  to  the 
executor,  the  prisoner  is  prepared  to  contend  that  they  are  choses  in 
actioriy —  securities  for  money. 

[Talfourd,  J.  You  are  aware  of  the  case,  Regina  v.  Visey  1  Moo. 
C.  C.  218.] 

The  case  of  Regina  v.  Vise  is  distinguishable  from  the  present. 
Your  lordships  are  aware  that  it  is  laid  down  in  the  authorities,  that 
the  box  in  which  charters  concerning  the  realty  were  kept,  could  not 
be  the  subject  of  larceny,  on  the  principle  et  omne  majus  dignum  Ira- 
kit  ad  se  minuSy  3  Inst.  109,  where  lord  Coke  cites  10  E.  4  ;  14  Lib. 
8,  fol.  33  b.  See  also  Noy's  Maxims,  M.  17.  It  was  held,  that  tlic 
character  of  the  box  was  changed  by  its  relation  to  the  realty.  So, 
here  the  inferior  character  of  this  deed  as  a  security  for  money  is 
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merged  in  its  character  as  a  conveyance  of  a  real  estate.  No  laiceoy 
could  at  common  law  be  committed  of  a  title  deed  to  a  real  estate : 
yet  every  such  deed  was  once  parchment,  which  might  have  been 
the  subject  of  larceny;  the  parchment  is  engrossed,  and  finally 
it  is  sealed,  when  it  becomes  a  deed  savoring  of  the  realty.  Such  a 
deed  may  have  a  picture  or  a  map  upon  it,  which  by  itself  would  be 
of  goods  and  chattels,  but  still  at  common  law,  because  it  savored  of 
the  realty,  no  larceny  could  be  committed  of  it. 

[Coleridge,  J.    Both  deeds  contained  the  usual  proviso  for  redemp- 
tion.] 

That  is  so.  To  steal  any  paper  or  parchment  being  evidence  of 
the  title,  or.part  of  the  title  of  any  real  estate,  is  a  statutable  misde- 
meanor, by  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  sect.  23.  The  jury  have,  therefore, 
found  the  prisoner  guilty  of  breaking  into  the  house  of  the  proseco- 
tor  with  intent  to  commit  a  misdemeanor ;  but,  in  order  to  constitute 
burglary,  there  must  have  been  an  intent  to  commit  a  felony. 

[Jervis,  C.  J.     Does  not  that  mean  any  deed  that  would  show  a 
clear  title  to  the  estate  ?  ] 

A  mortgage  deed,  as  being  a  security  for  money,  is  a  chose  in  actum. 
At  common  law  no  larceny  could  have  been  comitted  in  respect  of 
a  deed,  a  security  for  money,  or  an  evidence  of  title ;  in  the  last  case, 
because  it  savored  of  the  realty,  in  the  other,  because  it  was  a  cko$€ 
in  action*     And  acts  of  parliament  were  passed  for  their  protection, 
2  Geo.  2,  c.  25,  s.  3,  repealed,  and  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  ss.  5, 23b     At 
common  law  the  sheriff  could  notj_  under  a^./a.,  seize  secnrib'es  for 
money ;  and  he  was  only  empowered  to  do  so  by  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110, 
s.  12.     In  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Perry^  1  Den.  C.  C.  69,  a  case  before 
Coleridge,  J.,  where  the  prisoner  was  charged  in  one  count  of  the 
indictment  with  stealing  a  check,  and  in  another  count  with  stealing 
a  piece  of  paper ;  it  was  held,  that  supposing  the  check  to  have  been 
a  void  check,  it  would  still  sustain  the  charge  laid  in  the  second 
count.     There,  whether  the  thing  stolen  was  a  check,  or  a  piece  of 
paper, —  quacunque  via^ —  the  prisoner  was  guilty.     But  here  the  ease 
is  different,  for  the  character  of  the  parchment  has  merged  into  the 
deed.      The   prosecutor   has  chosen   to    allege  in   the  indictment, 
that  the  intent  of  the  prisoner  was  to  steal  goods  and  chattels,  and  it 
must  be  proved  as  laid.     In  Westbeer^s  case,  1  Leach  C.  C.  12,  the 
judges  held  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  convicted  of  stealing  a 
parchment,  because  it  savored  of  the  realty.     It  was  suggested  at 
the  trial  that  the  words  ^'  goods  and  chattels  "  might  be  rejected  from 
the  indictment  as  surplusage.     But  how  then  would  the  case  stand? 
That  the  prisoner  broke  and  entered  with  intent  to  steal.     Now  there 
are  many  things  to  steal  which  would  not  amount  to  felony.    The 
stealing  of  some  things  is  no  more  than  a  misdemeanor,  and  the 
stealing  of  others,  such  as  a  dog  or  a  cat,  or  animals  in  the  eye  of  the 
law  of  no  value,  would  be  no  indictable  offence.     If  you  reject  the 
words  "  goods  and  chattels,"  then  it  would  not  appear  whether  the 
intent  of  the  prisoner  was  to  commit  a  felony,  or  a  misdemeanor,  or 
some  lesser  offence. 
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[Jervis,  C.  J.  The  indictment  would  be  bad  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, unless  it  appeared  that  the  intent  of  the  prisoner  was  to  com- 
tnit  a  fejpny.] 

An  intent  to  steal  "  goods  and  chattels,"  is  laid  in  the  indictment ; 
but  the  evidence  shows  that  the  intent  was  to  steal  choses  in  action. 

[Talfourd,  J.  You  say  that  mortgage  deeds  are  not  valuaj3le  secu- 
rities ?] 

They  are  choses  in  action,  —  not  goods  and  chattels. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.     The  mortgage  deeds  are  chattel,  are  they  not?] 

Not  at  common  law. 

[WiGHTMAN,  J.  There  are  chattels  real  as  well  as  chattels  personal. 
May  it  not  then  be  said  that  the  deeds  are  well  described  in  the 
indictment  as  "  goods  and  chattels  ?  " 

Alderson,  B.  When,  by  the  common  law,  stealing  chattels  per- 
sonal only  amounts  to  the  offence  of  larceny,  and  an  indictment 
alleges  that  goods  and  chattels  are  stolen,  proof  that  chattels  real 
were  stolen,  would  not  sustain  that  allegation.  If  the  whole  sen- 
tence "  with  intent  to  steal  gopds  and  chattels  therein,"  be  struck  out 
of  the  indictment,  then,  all  that  remains  is,  that  the  prisoner  broke 
into  the  prosecutor's  house,  unless  the  word  "  burglariously  "  can  be 
said  to  imply  the  intent  to  commit  felony. 

JtjRvis,  C.  J.  That  would  not  do.  The  word  burglariter  cannot 
aid  the  statute.  It  would  be  no  more  than  saying  that  a  man  feloni- 
ously walked  along  the  street,  which  might  mean  that  his  purpose 
was  to  pick  pockets.] 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  crown.  Our.  adv.  wit. 

On  Tuesday,  27th  of  January,  A.  D.  1852,  the  following  judgment 
was  read  by  — 

Jervis,  C.  J.*  We  must  assume,  from  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that 
the  prisoner  broke  into  the  house  of  the  prosecutor  with  intent  to 
steal  the  mortgage  deeds  in  their  uncancelled  state.  This  finding 
makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  securities  savor  of  the 
realty  or  are  evidence  of  the  title  to  real  estate  so  as  not  to  be  the 
subject  of  larceny,  because,  being  subsisting  securities  for  the  payment 
of  money,  they  are  clearly  choses  in  action,  and,  as  such,  are  not  pro- 
perly described  in  the  indictment  as  goods  and  chattels.  This  was 
ruled  in  Cayle^s  case,  8  Co.  33,  a.  3  Inst.  109,  and  Channell  v.  Bx)bo- 
iham,  Yelv.  68,  where  it  was  decided  that  a  bond  could  not  be  includ- 
ed under  the  words  bona  et  catalla,  though  it  was  objected  that  the 
parchment  and  wax  were  such,  and  might  pass  by  that  name,  yet, 
forasmuch  as  the  debt  included  and  wrote  upon  it  is  the  principal, 
the  words  of  the  grant  ought  to  comprehend  the  name  of  the  princi- 
pal. In  Vpse^s  case,  Mood.  C.  C.  218,  referred  to  on  the  argument, 
the  notes  had  been  paid,  and  though  reissuable,  were  not,  at  the  time 
of  the  larceny,  securities  for  the  payment  of  money.  The  paper  and 
stamp  upon  which  they  were  written  were,  therefore,  properly  de- 
scribed as  goods  and  chattels. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  was  wrong. 

1  The  other  judges  present  were  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Parke, 
B.,  Alderson,  S.,  Patteson,  J.,  Coleridge,  J.,  Maule,  J.,  Wightman,  J., 
Cresswell,  J.,  Platt,  B.,  Williams,  J.,  and  Talfoitrd,  J. 
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April  23,  1853. 

Receiving-  stolen  Goods  —  Husband  and  Wife  —  A  Wife  chnnct  be 

convicted  of  feloniously  receiving  from  her  Husband  Goods  stolen  fcjr 

him. 

The  prisoner  was  indicted,  at  the  Liverpool  Borough  Sessions  in 
February  last,  for  feloniously  receiving   goods,  knowing   them   to 
have  been  stolen.     The  husband  of  the  prisoner  had  been  for  several 
years  employed  as  a  salesman  by  a  shopkeeper  in  Liverpool,  who 
dealt  in  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  indictment     In  the  course  of 
the  year  1852  the  husband  had  stolen  from  his  master's  shop  the 
goods  in  question,  and  delivered  them  into  the  hands  of  the  prisonen 
his  wife.     None  of  these  articles  were  missed  before  the  prisoner's 
apprehension,  and  whether  they  were  stolen  at  one  time  or  at  differ- 
ent times,  or  whether  they  were  delivered  to  the  prisoner  at  one  time 
or  at  different  times,  did  not  distinctly  appear.     On  the  first  suspicion 
of  his  dishonesty  the  husband  absconded.     His  house  was  searched, 
and  a  box  was  taken  from  the  prisoner,  after  some  struggle  on  her 
part  to  retain  it     This  box  contained  some  pawn-tickets  relating  to, 
and  which  led  to  the  discovery  of,  the  lost  property.     Several  of  these 
pawn-tickets  had  been  given  for  articles  which  the  prisoner  had  her- 
self pledged,  falsely  stating,  as  to  some,  that  they  were  birthday  pre- 
sents^ and  as  to  others,  that  they  were  articles  in  which  she  dealt 
In  two  instances  the  prisoner  had  sent  different  persons  to  pledge 
some  of  the  articles  produced,  and  had  afterwards  received  the  pawn- 
tickets and  money  lent  by  the  pawn-brokers.     The  jury  were  told  by 
the  recorder,  that  as  her  husband  had  delivered  the  stolen  articles  to 
the  prisoner,  the  law  presumed  that  she  acted  under  his  control  in 
receiving  them,  but  that  this  presumption  might  be  rebutted.     Ifi 
therefore,  on  considering  the  evidence,  they  were  perfectly  satisfied 
that  at  the  time  when  she  received  all  or  any  of  the  articles  produced 
she  knew  that  they  were  stolen,  and  in  receiving  them  acted  not  by 
reason  of  any  control  or  coercion  of  her  husband,  but  voluntarily, 
and  with  a  dishonest  and  fraudulent  intention,  she  might  be  found 
guilty.      The  jury  returned  a  verdict   of  guilty;    but  the   learned 
recorder,  entertaining  doubts  as  to  the  law,  reserved  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  Court  of  Appeal  the  questions,  whether  his  direction 
was  right,  and  whether,  on  the  evidence  stated,  the  case  ought  to 
have  been  left  to  the  jury. 

Bretti  in  support  of  the  conviction,  contended  that  the  wife  might 
be  convicted  of  receiving  goods  stolen  by  her  husband,  if  at  the  time 
she  received  them  she  knew  they  were  stolen,  and  did  not  act  under 
the  coercion  of  her  husband. 

Jervis,  C.  J.  If  there  were  plenty  of  evidence,  I  do  not  see  how 
this  is  any  offence ;  but  there  really  is  no  evidence. 

Parke,  B.  A  wife  cannot  be  accessary  after  the  fact,  and  I  think 
she  cannot  be  a  receiver  of  stolen  goods  from  her  husband  under  any 
circumstances. 

Alderson,  B.,  and  Wightman  and  Cresswell,  JJ.,  concurred. 

Conviction  quashed. 

»  1 7  -Turint  ^00. 
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BANNAtYNE  V.  BaNNATYNE.^ 

February  9, 10,  and  16,  and  March  12, 1852. 

Commission  of  Lunacy — Lucid  Interval —  Distinction  between  Mania 

and  Idiocy  in  respect  of  Evidence. 

In  1815,  the  deceased  was  placed  in  confinement  as  a  lunatic,  and  there  remained  till  1817, 
when  he  was  released.  In  1820,  he  made  a  rational  will,  which  was  written  for  him  by  his 
mother.  In  1822,  he  was  again  placed  in  confinement,  and  so  remained  till  his  death,  in 
1849.  In  1838,  he  was  found,  on  a  commission,  to  have  been  of  unsound  mind,  without 
ludd  interval,  since  1816.    On  the  evidence,  the  will  pronounced  for. 

Acts  of  business  are  strong  evidence  in  a  case  of  alleged  idiocy,  as  distinguished  from  a  case 
of  mania. 

This  case,  the  facts  of,  and  principles  applicable  to,  which  are  fully 
stated  in  the  judgment,  was  argued  by 

Addams  and  OurteiSj  in  support  of  the  will, 

J.  jD.  Hardingj  Q.  A.,  and  Twiss^  contra. 


1  16  Jur.  864. 
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March  12.     Dr.  Lushington.     This  suit  has  been  institated  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  decision  of  the  court  whether  the  will  of 
James  Bannatyne,  dated  the  15th  August,  1820,  be  valid  or  not  The 
parties  propounding  the  will  are  the  two  surviving  brothers    of  the 
testator ;  and  the  parties  opposing,  the  children  of  a  brother  who  pre- 
deceased the  testator.     The  sole  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the 
testator  was  of  sound  mind  or  not  at  the  time  of  the  execution  af 
the  instrument     Before  I  enter  upon  the  question  of  sanity,  it  may 
be   expedient  to  recapitulate  some  of  the  leading  facts,  respecting 
which  there  is  no  controversy.     It  appears  that  the  mother  of  the  de- 
ceased was  a  widow,  resident  in  Bath  from  an  early  period,  and  that 
she  had  four  sons ;  that  James  Bannatyne,  the  deceased  in  this  cause, 
some  years  before  1814,  went  to  India  ;  that  in  the  year  1814,  he 
returned,  and  in  1815  he  was  received  as  a  resident  either  in  the  pri- 
vate house  or  in  the  asylum  for  persons  afBicted  with  mental  disor- 
ders, kept  by  Dr.  Langworthy,  at  Box,  a  few  miles  from  Bath  ;  that 
in  1817  he  returned  to  his  mother's  house ;  that  in  1822  he  was  again 
placed  in  Dr.  Lahgworthy's  establbhment.     Whether  he  was  also 
there  in  the  interval  between  1817  and  1822,  is  a  question  of  fact  dis- 
puted in  this  cause,  and  of  which  I  must  speak  hereafter.     Subse- 
quently to  1822,  the  deceased  was  clearly  of  unsound  mind.     He 
lived  in  Bath,  under  the  care  of  his  mother,  till  her  death  in  the  year 
1838.     Soon  after  that  death,  an  inquisition  de  lunaHco  inqmren- 
do  took  place;  the  jury  found  that  the  deceased  was  of  unsound 
mind,  without  a  lucid  interval,  from  1815  to  that  time.     In  1S49  he 
died.    His  brother  Frederick  died  some  years  before,  leaving  children, 
who  are  the  parties  opposing  the  will.     The  contents  of  the  will, 
briefly  stated,  are,  to  give  to  a  natural  daughter  4,000/.,  to  the  testa- 
tor's mother  a  life  interest  in  all  the  residue,  which  residue,  on  her 
death,  was  to  be  divided  amongst  his  three  brothers.     What  his  pro- 
perty was  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  I  have  no  information — 
probably  considerably  less  than  at  the  time  of  his  death,  when  it  is 
stated  to  have  been  about  36,000/.     The  brother  Frederick  having 

f)redeceased  the  testator,  and  he  having  been  one  of  the  residuary 
egatees,  his  share  of  the  residue  lapsed,  supposing  that  the  will  be 
pronounced  for ;  and  so  far  the  testator  died  intestate.  This  lapsed 
share  would  belong  to  the  two  surviving  brothers  and  to  the  children 
of  the  brother  who  died.  The  will  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Mrs. 
Bannatyne,  the  mother ;  it  is  signed  by  the  deceased,  and  v^atnessed 
by  two  witnesses.  Of  course,  if  it  were  not  for  the  facts  presently 
to  be  discussed,  the  original  presumption  of  law  would  be  in  favor  of 
the  validity  of  this  will.  There  has,  however,  taken  place  a  circum- 
stance much  dwelt  upon  in  this  cause,  which  counterbalances  that 
presumption.  I  purposely  use  the  phrase  "  counterbalance,"  because 
I  am  about  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  finding  of  the  jury  —  that 
the  deceased  was,  for  a  long  period  antecedent  to  the  making  of  the 
will,  of  unsound  mind,  without  a  lucid  interval.  I  conceive  that  I  am 
bound  to  presume  that  the  jury  performed  their  duty  conscientiously 
and  with  due  care ;  that  they  had  before  them  evidence  which  satis- 
fied their  minds,  and  laid  a  just  foundation  for  their  verdict;  and  it 
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must  be  admitted  that  from  that  verdict  a  legal  presumption  arises 
against  the  validity  of  the  will  in  question.  But  I  am  also  of  opi- 
nion, that,  in  endeavoring  to  measure  the  strength  of  that  presumption, 
1  am  bound  to  look  at  all  the  circumstances  attending  the  inquisition, 
though  not  to  the  evidence  given  thereat.  The  facts  uncontroverted 
are,  that  this  proceeding  was  altogether  ex  parte.  No  person  was 
present  interested,  in  procuring  the  verdict,  in  carrying  the  lunacy 
back  to  any  period  whatever ;  no  person  even  to  point  out  to  the  jury 
that  the  interest  of  any  one  could  be  affected  by  their  verdict  The 
jury  had  not,  so  far  as  appears,  any  conception  of  the  effect  of  their 
verdict  upon  this  will,  or  upon  any  interest  whatever.  These  circum- 
stances, in  fact,  operate  both  ways  :  in  support  of  the  verdict,  to  show 
that  J:here  was  no  attempt  made  to  induce  the  jury  to  find  this  par- 
ticular verdict ;  against  the  effect  and  weight  of  the  verdict,  as  show- 
ing that  the  attention  of  the  jury  was  not  specially  directed  to  the 
state  of  the  deceased  in  the  year  1820,  when  the  will  was  executed. 
Three  witnesses  only  were  examined,  and  their  evidence  covered  a 
space  of  twenty-four  years ;  nineteen  years  had  passed  since  the  date 
of  the  will.  I  disclaim  emphatically  all  reference  to  the  evidence  be- 
fore the  jury,  Legally  speaking,  I  think  I  have  no  right  to  refer  to 
those  scraps  of  the  evidence  which  are  brought  out  by  the  cross-exa* 
mination  of  Mr.  Philip  George.  I  think  I  cannot  refer  to  them  as 
evidence  whether  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind  or  not,  though  I 
think  that  what  is  stated  by  Mr.  George  is  evidence  to  explain  and 
justify  his  own  conduct,  and  to  prove  that  his  answers  are  entitled  to 
credit.  Reviewing  all  these  circumstances,  I  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  sufficient  to  rebut  the  ordinary 
presumption  in  favor  of  the  will,  and  to  require  the  party  propound- 
ing it  to  prove  that  a  lucid  interval  did  take  place,  when  the  will  was 
executed.  By  ^<  lucid  interval,"  I  mean  that  the  testator  was  of  sound 
mind  at  that  time,  and  I  only  call  it  a  lucid  interval  because  there 
was  preceding  and  succeeding  unsoundness  of  mind.  Generally 
flpeaking,  when  we  discuss  the  question  of  lucid  intervals,  they  are 
short  periods  of  returning  sanity,  the  general  state  and  condition  of 
the  testator  being  that  of  a  person  subject  to  lunacy ;  but  it  is  diffi- 
cult to  discover  any  other  term  which  I  can  apply  on  the  present  occa- 
sion, though  it  does  seem  rather  inconsistent  to  talk  of  some  three  or 
four  years  as  a  lucid  interval.  But,  though  I  think  a  presumption  is 
raised  against  the  validity  of  this  will  by  the  verdict,  I  am  also  of 
opinion  that  the  facts  stated  greatly  diminish  the  strength  of  that  pre- 
sumption, making  it  much  less  strong  than  if  there  had  been  an  issue 
raised,  and  that  issue  contested,  as  to  the  existence  of  lucid  intervals. 
After  reviewing  in  my  own  mind  what  course  I  should  pursue  in  the 
investigation  of  this  case,  I  have,  upon  the  whole,  thought  it  best,  in 
the  next  place,  to  consider  the  further  evidence  to  unsoundness  of 
mind  and,  in  so  doing,  I  must  ever  bear  in  mind  the  lapse  of  time 
which  has  occurred  between  the  fact  of  most  importance  to  be 
proved,  and  the  period  when  the  witnesses  are  examined ;  and  this 
observation  will  apply  to  the  witnesses  on  both  sides.  In  sifting  the 
evidence,  it  will  be  necessary,  as  accurately  as  the  case  will  allow,  to 
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ascertain,  not  only  whether  the  facts  actually  did  take  place  83  stated, 
bat  at  what  period  those  facts  and  circumstuices  occurred.     The  me- 
mory is  more  tenacious  of  facts,  as  we  all  know,  than  of  dates,  hot 
in  this  cause  dates  are  of  paramount  importance.     I  think  it  ^whoilj 
vain  to  attempt  to  ascertain  the  origin  or  cause  of  the  unsooiidoess 
of  mind  with  which  this  gentleman  was  unfortunately  afflicted.  That 
he  was  of  unsound  mind  in  the  year  1815,  is,  I  apprehend,  a  fact  not 
disputed  —  at  least,  not  disputed,  as  I  think,  effectually —  for  in  that 
year  he  was  an  inmate  either  of  Dr.  Langworthy's  house  or  his  asy- 
lum, and  in  virtue  of  a  certificate  duly  signed     I  hold  it  but  of  vezy 
little  importance  whether  he  was  in  the  private  house  or  the  asylum ; 
he  was  equally  under  restraint ;  and  I  must,  in  the  absence  of  all  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  believe  that  the  certificate  of  his  onsouiidn^s 
of  mind  was  signed  with  competent  cause ;  nor  is  my  opinion  in  the 
least  shaken  by  any  evidence  as  to  his  state  on  a  casual  visit,  and  fcxr 
two  reasons  —  firs^  it  is  notorious  that  the  sane  demeanor  of  a  per- 
son on  the  occasion  of  an  accidental  visit  is  no  proof,  or  at  least  no 
satisfactory  proof,  of  unsoundness  of  mind;  and,  secondly,  because 
after  the  lapse  of  thirty-five  years,  to  which  the  witness  speaks,  the 
memory  of  any  person  speaking  to  an  accidental  visit  cannot  be 
safely  trusted,  unless,  indeed,  there  were  some  special  circumstances 
to  impress,  and  deeply  impress  too,  such  interview  upon  the  mind  of 
him  who  gives  the  evidence  ;  and  such  certainly  is  not  the  case,  so 
far  as  the  evidence  throws  any  light,  on  the  present  occasion.  I  mi^fat 
add,  that,  looking  at  all  the  evidence  in  this  case,  it  is  not  probable 
that  Mrs.  Bannatyne,  who  appears  to  have  been  a  most  aiTectioDaie 
mother,  would  have  allowed  her  son  to  be  placed  under  any  restraint 
as  a  lunatic  without  good  and  sufficient  cause.     The  unsoundness  of 
mind  in  1815,  being,  then,  an  undoubted  fact,  the  question  must  ulti- 
mately be,  what  is  the  proof  of  recovery  ?     Is  it  sufficient  ?     Such 
must  be  the  question  to  be  solved ;  but  it  may  be  expedient,  with  a 
view  to  solve  this  question,  to  proceed  with  the  averments  and  proofs 
of  continued  unsoundness  of  mind,  remembering,  however,  that  the 
burthen  of  proof  is  on  those  who  allege  recovery.     It  is  pleaded  in 
the  allegation  admitted  on  behalf  of  the  opponents  of  the  will,  that 
the  deceased,  from  the  month  of  November,  1815,  till  his  deatii,  re- 
mained a  lunatic,  without  a  lucid  interval.     I  am  now  adverting  to 
the  plea  in  the  fifth  article,  that  in  1817,  having  become  more  calm, 
but  not  being  cured,  he  was  removed  from  Box  to  the  residence  of  his 
mother ;  that  in  1818  he  was  again  placed  in  the  same  asylum,  and 
remained  till  1819.     These  are  the  words  of  the  plea. 

Now,  if  this  averment  be  true,  it  is  impossible  to  doubt  its  great 
importance  with  reference  to  the  issue  in  this  cause,  and  for  obvious 
reasons  —  first,  because  it  shows,  that  whatever  was  the  state  and 
condition  of  the  testator  when  he  returned  to  his  mother's  roof  in 
1817,  he  relapsed  in  a  short  space  of  time,  —  not  exceeding  one  year, — 
that  confinement  became  necessary ;  and,  secondly,  it  brings  down  the 
unsoundness  of  mind  to  1819,  a  year  preceding  the  date  of  the  will. 
I  must,  therefore,  ascertain  how  this  averment  stands,  after  consider- 
ing the  evidence  applicable  to  it.     Were  it  necessary,  I  would  not 
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shrink  from  the  task  of  going  minutely  into  all  the  details  of  the  evi- 
dence, but  I  cannot  think  that  it  is  requisite  for  the  purposes  of  jus- 
tice, with  respect  to  this  point,  so  to  do.  I  will  advert  to  what  I  con- 
sider to  be  the  most  important.  It  is  to  be  recollected,  I  am  now 
speaking  more  especially  of  the  fifth  article,  which  pleads  the  going 
the  second  time  to  Box,  in  1818,  and  remaining  till  1819.  The  first 
witness  examined  to  prove  the  return  to  Box,  in  1818,  is  Burt.  Burt 
went  to  live  with  Mr.  Frederick  Bannatyne,  the  brother,  in  1815.  It 
is  most  abundantly  clear,  from  the  perusal  of  his  evidence,  that  he  is 
unable  to  fix  any  date  at  all.  He  does  not  state  that  the  deceased 
was  sent  to  Box,  in  1818,  nor  at  all  about  that  time ;  all  that  he  can 
say  is,  that  the  deceased  seemed  well  till  he  was  sent  to  Box  the 
second  time,  but  when  that  second  time  was,  he  does  not  attempt  to 
state.  On  the  second  article,  he  says  three  or  four  years ;  on  the  fifth 
article,  two  or  three  years ;  on  the  twenty-seventh  interrogatory,  four 
or  five  years.  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  from  any  direct  statement 
of  this  witness,  to  collect  any  proof  which  can  bear  on  this  fifth  arti- 
cle. The  only  way  of  fixing  any  date  to  the  fact,  according  to  his 
evidence,  is  from  the  circumstances  he  deposes  to  as  occurring  prior 
to  the  second  confinement,  and  when  those  circumstances  occurred 
must  be  proved  by  other  witnesses.  K  it  should  be  proved  that  the 
deceased  mixed  in  society,  and  conducted  himself  as  a  person  of 
sound  mind,  at  any  period  between  1818,  and  1820,  then  the  evidence 
of  this  witness  shows  that  the  second  confinement  could  not  have 
talcen  place  until  after  1820.  Four  other  witnesses  are  examined  on 
the  fifth  article,  and  they  can  give  no  evidence  at  all.  It  is  not  too 
much  to  say,  that  the  evidence  to  establish  this  very  essential  part  of 
the  case  has  wholly  broken  down.  It  is  a  fact  to  be  proved  affirma- 
tively, that  the  deceased  did  return  to  Box  in  1818,  and  was  there  in 
1819,  and  there  is  no  evidence  whatsoever  to  prove  it.  Now,  as  I 
must  hereafter  refer  to  the  opposing  evidence,  it  is  scarcely  worth 
while  here  to  notice  it ;  but  just  in  passing  by,  I  will  state  what 
opposing  evidence  there  is,  though  I  will  not  deal  with  it.  Dr.  Bright 
proves  that  there  were  only  two  certificates  for  admission  into  the 
Box  asylum,  one  in  1815,  the  other  in  1822.  Can  any  rational  ground 
be  assigned  for  the  absence  of  a  certificate  in  1818,  if  the  deceased 
was  again  confined  ?  I  think  none.  There  is,  then,  no  evidence  to 
satisfy  my  mind,  that  the  deceased  was  in  Box  asylum  between  1817 
and  1822 ;  on  the  contrary,  all  the  evidence  directly  bearing  on  that 
point  tends  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  I  must,  therefore,  prosecute 
this  investigation  upon  the  footing,  that  the  deceased  was  not  in  con- 
finement during  that  period ;  and  then  the  inquiry  is,  what  was  his 
state  and  condition  after  1822  ?  It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  he 
was  of  unsound  mind.  The  real  difficulty  becomes  this,  to  ascertain 
how  much  of  the  evidence  applies  to  the  period  I  have  stated,  and 
how  much  is  applicable  only  to  what  occurred  after  1822.  As  might 
naturally  be  expected  after  the  lapse  of  so  many  years,  several  of  the 
witnesses  declare  they  are  unable  to  fix  any  date  at  all  to  the  trans- 
actions respecting  which  they  depose ;  and  not  only  do  they  so 
declare,  but  it  is  perfectly  manifest,  from  a  perusal  of  their  evidence. 
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that  the  fact  is  so.    The  case  of  the  opponents  of  this  will  is  set  fofith 
in  the  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  articles  of  the  allegation.     To 
put  the  case  briefly,  it  is  simply  lunacy  without  a  lucid  interval   from 
November,  1815;  and  not  lunacy  merely,  but  idiocy,  for  it  is  alleged 
in  the  third  article,  that  the  deceased  walked  about  in  a  stooping  posi- 
tion, with  his  hands  dangling  before  him,  muttering  unintelligible  and 
idiotic  noises ;  that  the  boys  hooted  him  as  an  idiot ;  that  he  did  not 
go  into  company,  nor  appear  with  the  family  when  any  one  w^s  pre- 
sent ;  that  he  did  not  transact  any  business,  nor  order  clothes,  and  so 
forth,  nor  dress  himself;  that  in  1819,  and  for  a  year  and  more  after, 
he  was  under  the  care  of  a  keeper.     I  believe  I  have  faithfully  given 
nearly  the  very  words,  certainly  the  substance,  of  the  plea.     Now, 
such  was  the  state  of  things  after  1822.     Was  it  so  before  ?     If  the 
deceased  was  in  the  condition  as  set  forth  in  this  plea,  of  coarse  the 
will  must  be  pronounced  against.     Such  a  state  of  things  is  utterly 
inconsistent  with  the  rational  despatch  of  any  act  of  business  requir- 
ing thought,  judgment,  and  reflection.     After  the  examination  I  have 
made  of  the  evidence,  I  think  I  am  perfectly  justified  in  assuming, 
that  wherever  a  witness  fixes  a  date  to  the  circumstances  to  which  he 
deposes,  by  stating  that  they  occurred  after  the  second  confinement 
at  Box,  he  is,  in  truth,  speaking  to  that  which  took  place  after  1822. 
With  this  observation,  I  proceed  to  direct  my  attention  to  the  evi- 
dence on  the  allegation,  as  given  in  on  behalf  of  the  opponents  of  the 
will.     Mr.  Osmond,  the  bootmaker,  does  not  attempt  to  fix  any  date, 
neither  does  he  refer  to  any  confinement  at  all ;  and  according  to  his 
statement,  fi-om  1817,  the  deceased  was  an  idiot,  and  so  he  describes 
him  to  have  been,  and  always  the  same.     He  says  he  never  had  but 
one  conversation  with  him ;  his  books  are  destroyed,  therefore  he  has 
no  opportunity  of  fixing  the  date.     Now,  no  doubt,  this   person  is 
speaking  truly  to  the  best  of  his  memory ;  and  again,  the  real  ques- 
tion will  be,  whether,  on  the  balance  of  the  whole  evidence,  he  is  mis- 
taken as  to  time  or  not.     But  I  must  observe  of  this  witness,  and 
several  others,  that  their  opinion  is  formed,  not  from  any  personal 
knowledge  of  the  testator,  but  merely  from  his  outward  appearance 
and  conduct,  which,  as  they  describe,  was  that  of  a  person  suffering 
under  the  calamity  of  lunacy.     Now,  I  need  not,  I  think,  go  through 
the  evidence  of  all  these  witnesses  in  detail,  for  it  goes  to  this  point, 
if  correct  in  their  dates,  they  prove  unsoundness  of  mind ;  if  incorrect, 
the  evidence  can  have  no  bearing  on  the  issue  in  this  cause.     Their 
evidence  must  be  tested  by  other  proved  facts,  and  then  the  balance 
must  be  struck.     However,  I  must  make  an  observation  upon  the 
evidence  of  Burt,  who  had  been  for  many  years  servant  to  i/b.  Fre- 
derick Bannatyne.     Burt  most  distinctly  proves  a  state  utterly  incon- 
sistent with  idiocy  subsequent  to  the  first  return  from  Box,  and  though 
he  cannot  speak  of  any  particular  year,  he  as  clearly  fixes  the  duration 
of  that  state  as  lunacy,  until  after  the  second  return  from  Box  in  1822, 
for  then,  he  says,  he  first  saw  any  proof  of  unsoundness  of  mind. 
This  is  a  witness  in  support  of  the  averment  of  unsoundness  of  mind ; 
in  fact,  Burt  is  really  a  most  important  witness  to  assist  in  discover^ 
ing  the  truth,  for  he  furnishes  the  means  of  reconciling,  in  a  great 
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decree,  all  the  conflicting  testimony.  It  is  he,  too,  who  proves  that 
Palmer,  who  had  been  an  assistant  at  Box,  lived  with  the  deceased 
on  his  return  in  1817,  not  as  keeper,  but  as  servant.  Now,  that  is  a 
fact  of  no  small  consequence,  hec^nse  primd  facte  it  would  be  natural 
to  conclude  that  a  keeper  taken  from  a  receptacle  for  lunatics  would 
be  employed  for  a  patient  just  removed  from  that  establishment,  in 
the  same  capacity  of  keeper,  and  that  would  fairly  raise  an  inference 
against  the  cure ;  and  a  very  strong  inference  it  would  be,  if  Burt  had 
not  explained  the  transaction  in  the  manner  he  has  done ;  but  his  evi- 
dence not  only  contradicts  the  article,  but  rebuts  the  presumption  that 
would  have  arisen  from  it  I  now  pass  on  to  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Valobra.  Whatever  else  may  be  said  of  his  testimony,  it  clearly  con- 
tradicts and  disproves  the  case  pleaded  in  the  allegation  on  which  he 
has  been  examined,  for  the  case  set  up  is  unsoundness  of  mind  from 
1815,  whereas  this  gentleman  proves  sane  conduct  from  1815,  or  1816, 
for  several  years.  Miss  Biencowe  is  a  witness  sui  generis.  She  is 
the  only  person  who  blends  together  into  one  incongruous  mass,  the 
amusements  and  habits  of  a  man  of  sound  mind  with  demonstrations 
of  weakness  and  imbecility.  According  to  her  evidence,  the  deceased 
was  always  the  same  from  the  very  first  to  the  last,  from  1817,  to  the 
latter  period  of  his  life  —  when  dancing  with  herself  and  some  of  the 
other  young  ladies  of  Bath,  as  when  confessedly  idiotic,  after  1822. 
Whatever  may  be  the  real  truth  of  this  case,  this  statement  is  clearly 
impossible.  He  could  not  have  been  going  into  society  and  dancing 
at  balls,  if  he  was  in  the  condition  he  was  proved  to  have  been  in 
1822.  He  could  not  have  conducted  himself  as  Miss  Biencowe  says 
he  did,  <^  upon  all  such  occasions,"  as  a  gentleman  of  strict  propriety 
and  decorum  —  not  quite,  I  think,  altogether  the  conduct  usually 
ascribed  to  an  idiot 

Before  I  close  my  observations  on  this  evidence,  I  will  briefly  advert 
to  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Waldron,  for  he  is  a  medical  man,  and,  if 
his  memory  serves  him,  should  be  capable  of  giving  his  testimony 
with  discrimination,  which  cannot  be  expected  pf  witnesses  of  a  lower 
class.  This  gentleman,  to  repeat  the  observation,  which  must  be 
repeated  on  this  occasion,  as  from  the  lapse  of  time  might  reasonably 
be  expected,  is  not  very  accurate  in  his  dates.  He  is  examined  in 
1850.  He  states  he  was  in  the  habit  of  meeting  the  deceased  in  society, 
and  at  balls,  when  he  first  became  a  subscriber,  twenty-seven  years 
since ;  that  would  be  in  1823,  after  the  deceased  had  come  back  the 
second  time.  Now,  that  is  manifestly  a  mistake,  or,  if  not  a  mis- 
take, it  would  tend  to  prove  that  even  after  1822  the  deceased  had 
not  become  so  imbecile  and  so  idiotic  as  to  be  excluded  from  society. 
But  it  is  very  difficult  to  fix  any  date  at  all  to  the  evidence  of  this 
witness.  First,  he  speaks  to  having  known  the  deceased  for  thirty 
years,  then  for  twenty-seven ;  then,  in  the  latter  part  of  his  evidence, 
he  goes  back  to  1817,  which  would  be  thirty-three  years.  I  mention 
this  not  to  find  fault,  for  the  best  memory  might  fail  in  deposing  to 
matters  after  so  many  years,  but  to  show  how  difficult  it  is  to  rely 
upon  such  evidence  as  applicable  to  any  particular  period ;  and  its 
connection  with  the  year  1820  is  the  all-important  fact  in  this  case  as 
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applicable  to  that  period.     All  this  witness  can  say  is,  it  was  not  a 
great  deal  that  he  saw  of  the  deceased,  even  when  he  used  to  meet 
him  in  society,  but  that,  from  the  first,  he  should  have  said  that  he  wa> 
unequal  to  the  management  of  his  affairs.     This  evidence  advances 
the  case  but  very  little,  even  though  he  swears  that  between   1817 
and  1823  the  deceased  was  an  idiot.     Mr.  Houlton  considers  the 
deceased  as  a  species  of  idiot  from  1815 ;  he  describes  him  as  stoop- 
ing and  bent  in  the  back  from  the  very  first.     Now,  compare  this 
statement  with  Burt's,  and  it  ^dJl  appear  that  if  Burt  is  true,  Mr. 
Houlton  must  in  this  respect  be  mistaken.     I  give  credence  to  Bun. 
because  his  memory  is  evidently  strong  as  to  all  the  facts,  and  he 
states  that  his  appearance  antecedent  to  1822  was  of  a  totally  differ- 
ent character  ;  but  in  1822  the  fact  was,  that  he  then  became  stooping 
and  bent  in  the  back,  and,  in  short,  had  an  idiotic  appearance.     Mr. 
Philip  George  had  no  knowledge  personally  of  the  deceased,  but  in 
1839  he  was  one  of  the  commissioners  in  the  execution  of  a  coraanLs- 
sion  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  de  limaiico  inquirendo.     His  evidence  in 
chief  merely  proves  what  is  established  by  the  formal  documents 
produced  in  the  cause.     He  has  now  been  cross-examined,  and,  as  I 
think,  with  extraordinary  courage.    His  answers  would,  if  admissible 
evidence,  give  the  contents  of  Mr.  George's  notes  taken  at  the  inqui- 
sition, and  they  would  give  a  part  of  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Langworth  j 
before  the  commissioners.     Now,  I  have  given  some  consideration  to 
the  question,  how  far  this  part  of  Mr.  George's  answers  is  admissible 
evidence  as  to  the  issue  whether  the  deceased  was  of  sound  mind  at 
the  time  of  making  the  will,  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  it  is  not 
evidence  for  that  purpose.     I  apprehend  it  to  be  quite  dear,  that  the 
notes  of  Mr.  George  could  not  have  been  made  evidence  in  chief  on 
either  side  as  to  the  main  issue,  and  I  do  not  see  how  the  extraction 
by  interrogatory  makes  any  difference ;  but  I  do  think  that  those 
answers  might  be  evidence,  as  I  have  hinted  before,  to  the  extent  of 
showing  that  Mr.  George  had  a  good  foundation  and  reason  for  the 
statements  he  has  made  in  answer  to  the  interrogatory  put  to  him, 
because  he  is  asked  whether  this  inquisition  was  not  hastily  and  care- 
lessly conducted.  He  says, "  No,  it  was  not ; "  and  he  is  asked  especially 
with  reference  as  to  there  being  no  lucid  interval.     He  says,  "  No." 
"  I  anj  justified  in  saying  it  was  not  carelessly  conducted,  because 
Dr.  Langworthy  does  so  swear."     And  I  think,  in  order  to  establish 
Mr.  George's  credit,  the  interrogatory  is  good  evidence ;  but  as  to  the 
main  issue  in  the  cause,  that  is  quite  another  story.     The  important 
part,  it  may  be  as  well  to  advert  to  it,  is  this  —  after  having  stated  who 
was  examined  in  the  case,  he  says,  "  It  certainly  was  not  principally, 
or  in  any  measure,  from  the  evidence  of  the  said  Pritchard,  that  the 
lunacy  of  the  said  deceased  was  carried  back  to  the  year  1815.   It  was 
upon  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Langworthy,  corroborated  by  that  of  the  said 
Mr.  Sugden,  the  family  medical  man,  and,  as  appeared,  the  regular 
medical  attendant  of  the  deceased  himself,  when  away  from  Dr.  Lang- 
worthy's,  that  the  lunacy  was  carried  back  to  that  period.     The  said 
proceeding  was  not,  as  suggested,  conducted  by  any  means  in  a  loose 
manner ;  it  was  wholly  unopposed  by  any  person  on  behalf  of  the 
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deceased.  The  deceased  was  produced  in  person  before  the  commis- 
sion, and  it  was  from  the  then  personal  appearance  and  manners  of 
the  deceased,  coupled,  however,  with  the  evidence  of  the  parties  just 
mentioned,  than  which  nothing  could  be  stronger  or  more  conclusive 
on  the  point,  that  the  jury  felt  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  him  to 
be  of  unsound  mind.  I  did  then,  and  do  now,  consider  that  the  said 
proceeding  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  only  of  enabling  the  friends 
of  the  deceased,  in  his  then  state  of  mind,  to  put  himself  and  his 
affairs  under  proper  supervision  and  control  I  am  not  aware  whe- 
ther or  no  the  carrying  back  the  period  from  which  his  mental  inca- 
pacity commenced  was  merely  formal,  and  devoid  of  any  particular 
object.  The  propriety  of  carrying  it  back  to  that  period  was  fully 
borne  out  by  the  evidence  of  the  two  medical  men."  He  gives  an 
extract  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Sugden ;  and  upon  two  preceding 
interrogatories,  the  eleventh  and  tw^th,  he  gives  extracts  from  Dr. 
Langworthy's  evidence.  He  says  he  was  discharged  in  1817  in  a 
more  tranquil  state,  relieved,  but  not  cured ;  and  upon  the  twelfth 
interrogatory,  that  in  December,  1818,  the  deceased  was  again  admit- 
ted into  his  asylum,  where  he  remained  until  July  followijig.  Now, 
if  I  am  mistaken  in  my  view  of  the  law  on  this  subject,  and  if  all 
those  extracts  from  Mr.  George's  notes  are  really  admissible  evidence 
as  to  the  main  issue,  and  upon  the  principle  that  whoever  puts  an 
interrogatory,  must  take  the  answer,  even  if  that  answer  would  not 
originally  have  been  evidence,  then  let  me  consider  the  effect  of  such 
presumed  evidence.  I  do  not  consider  it  evidence,  but  I  will  con- 
sider the  effect  of  it  as  if  it  was  so.  Does  it  carry  the  case  beyond 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  ?  In  all  respects  but  one,  I  think  not  I  have 
already  said  that  I  am  bound  to  presume  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  that 
the  deceased  was  of  unsound  mind,  is  justified  by  the  evidence  adduced. 
Those  extracts  from  the  evidence  of  these  witnesses  do  no  more,  even 
the  statement  of  Dr.  Langworthy,  than  show  that  the  deceased  left 
in  1817  relieved,  not  cured ;  they  do  not  go  beyond  the  verdict  of  the 
jury.  These  words  do  not  necessarily  imply  continued  unsoundness 
of  mind,  but  that  the  cause  of  the  decease  was  not  removed ;  and 
looking  to  the  subsequent  recurrence  of  the  malady,  whether  in  1818 
or  1822,  the  deceased  was  not,  in  any  proper  sense  of  the  word,  com- 
pletely and  entirely  cured  ;  the  same  cause,  however  quiescent  for  a 
time,  produced  a  recurrence.  Evidently  the  most  important  fact  sup- 
ported by  these  extracts,  if  it  be  a  fact,  and  receivable  in  evidence, 
is,  that  the  deceased  was  again  admitted  into  Dr.  Langworthy's 
asylum  in  December,  1818,  and  remained  till  July,  1819 ;  for  it  is  a 
fact,  not  only  important  as  such,  but  most  important,  as  fixing  a  date 
to  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  who  depose  to  incapacity  after  the 
deceased  was  sent  the  second  time  to  Box.  These  extracts  might 
possibly  make  that  evidence  to  take  effect  from  a  period  antecedent 
to  1820,  and  not  after  1822. 

I  have  alreadv  stated,  in  examining  the  evidence  taken  on  the  fifth 
article  of  the  allegation  offered  against  the  will,  some  of  the  reasons 
why  it  appears  to  me  improbable  that  the  deceased  should  '  eturn  to 
the  asylum  at  the  time  specified ;  but  I  will  again  advert  to  this  sub- 
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ject,  because  it  is  deeply  important.     I  must,  however,  observe  that 
it  is  very  difficult  —  and  it  is  but  justice  to  say  so  —  to  conclude  that 
Dr,  Langworthy  could  have  made  a  mistake  as  to  a  matter  so  pecn- 
liarly  within  his  own  knowledge,  and  as  to  which  he  must,  if  Mr. 
George's  notes  be  correct,  have  spoken  with  so  much  particularity  as 
to  dates ;  for  it  is  from  December,  1818,  to  July,  1819.     Perhaps,  then, 
it  would  be  safer  for  the  moment,  and  for  the  purpose  only   of  this 
investigation,  to  assume  the  fact  to  be  as  Dr.  Langworthy  is  said  to 
have  stated  it,  and  to  give  the  opposing  party  the  benefit  of  it  as  a 
fact,  but  not,  for  the  present,  as  a  fact  affixing  a  date  to  other  evi- 
dence.    That  it  is  a  fact  of  importance  I  confess ;  but  I  do  not  think 
in  this  case  it  is  one  of  paramount  importance  towards  the  conclusion 
of  the  case.     It  is  important  as  showing  an  increased  liability  in  the 
deceased  to  a  return  of  his  disorder  —  as  showing  a  shorter  period  of 
freedom  from  restraint;  but  still  the  question  remains  —  what  was 
the  condition  of  the  deceased  from  1817  to  the  end  of  1818,  and 
whether  from  July,  1819,  till  after  the  making  of  the  will,  there  was 
any  essential  change  ?     It  is  now  time,  having  made  these  observa- 
tions upon  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  case  of  the  opponents  of 
the  will,  to  advert  to  some  part  of  the  testimony  of  the  witneses 
produced  on  the  allegation  given  in  on  behalf  of  the  two  gentlemen 
setting  up  this  will.     Before  entering  upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  I 
must  bear  in  mind  what  the  nature  of  the  case  set  up  in  opposition 
to  the  will  is.     I  must  repeat  that  it  is  not  lunacy — it  is  not  mono- 
mania —  it  is  not  any  species  of  mental  disorder,  the  symptoms  of 
which  it  may,  at  periods,  be  difficult  to  detect ;  but  the  case  presented 
is  that  of  idiocy  or  imbecility,  the  characteristic  of  which  is  perma- 
nence, with  little  or  no  variation,  though  often,  in  the  case  of  idiots, 
it  does  sometimes  happen  that  there  will  be  a  greater  degree  of  excite- 
ment demonstrated  than  at  other  periods.     How  is  such  a  case  to  be 
met  ?     I  apprehend  to  meet  it,  and  to  show  that  such  a  state  of  things 
did  not  exist  at  any  given  period,  proofs  of  acts  of  business  are  most 
important  evidence.     Many  acts  of  business  could  possiblv  be  done 
by  a  lunatic,  and  the  lunacy  not  detected ;  but  it  is  scarcely  possible 
to  predicate  the  same  of  an  idiot  or  an  imbecile  person.     I  shall  look, 
therefore,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  acts  of  business.     It  is  proved 
by  Mr.  Falkner,  that  the  deceased  kept  an   account  with   Messrs. 
Tuckwell,  at  Bath,  for  four  years,  from  1818  to  1821,  and  during  all 
that  period  occasionally  drew  drafts,  and  all  those  drafts  were  paid  to 
himself  over  the  counter.  The  first  is  dated  the  31st  January,  1818 ;  the 
last,  May,  1820.     According  to  the  evidence,  the  deceased  came  him- 
self to  the  counter,  and  there  is  no  proof  of  any  one  accompanying 
him  on  such  occasions ;  he  asked  for  the  sum  he  wanted ;  the  cleric 
filled  it  in,  he  signed  it,  and  took  the  money.     Surely  no  idiot  could 
have  done  this,  for  he  must  have  exercised  thought  to  go  to  the  bank, 
memory  and  judgment  as  to  the  sum  required ;  and  moreover  his 
conduct  and  demeanor  could  not  at  such  times  have  been  as  described 
by  the  witnesses  against  the  will,  or,  from  the  glaring  colors  in  which 
his  imbecility  is  depicted,  it  must  have  been  discovered,  and  the  busi- 
ness never  could  have  been  transacted  at  alL    I  think  it  quite  useless 
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to  go  into  all  the  transactions  with  Messrs.  Coutts ;  they  are  of  the 
same  character ;  they  give  rise  to  the  same  observations,  and  suggest 
the  same  arguments  in  opposition  to  the  evidence  describing  his  im- 
becility at  that  period.  But  the  date  of  the  drafts  is  of  very  great 
moment.  Dr.  Langworthy  is  stated  to  have  said  that  the  deceased 
was  an  inmate  of  his  house  from  December,  1818,  to  July,  1819 ;  but 
there  is  a  draft  in  January,  1819,  and  a  draft  paid  over  the  counter, 
and  consequently,  the  deceased  must  have  been  at  the  banking-house 
to  receive  the  money  on  that  day ;  and  which  fact  depends,  not  on 
the  memory  of  Mr.  Falkner,  for  that  might  be  treacherous,  but  on  the 
very  form  of  the  drafts  themselves,  such  drafts,  and  which  are  exhibit- 
ed in  this  cause,  being  those  only  which.are  used  at  the  counter.  The 
checks  are  all  filled  up  by  Mr.  Falkner  or  Mr.  Penny,  then  the  clerks. 
The  deceased  must  have  been  personally  present  Now,  can  it  be 
conceived  he  came  from  Dr.  Langworthy's,  in  a  state  of  imbecility  or 
idiocy,  at  that  time  ?  Is  it  possible  to  conceive  that  is  so  ?  Such 
a  conclusion  is,  I  think,  revolting  to  all  probability.  But  the  case 
does  not  turn  upon  this  single  draft ;  there  is  another  of  the  4th  May, 
1819,  and  another  of  the  21st  July,  in  the  same  year.  Recollect,  Dr. 
Langworthy's  period  being  from  the  month  of  December  to  the  month 
of  July.  Then  I  might  go  on,  and  speak  of  the  subsequent  period. 
There  were  drafts  in  the  months  of  February,  May,  and  July,  1820. 
All  this  evidence  coming  from  Mr.  Falkner  is  further  strengthened  by 
the  transactions  with  Messrs.  Coutts.  There  are  money  transactioii:^ 
in  1817,  1818,  1819,  and  1820,  immediately  before  and  after  the  dat^^ 
of  the  will,  and  even  as  late  as  1821.  There  is  a  draft  and  a  pur- 
chase of  stock  in  February,  1819,  when  he  is  said  to  have  been  at  Dr. 
Langworthy's,  and  in  May  and  July,  1819,  when  he  is  said  to  have 
been  there ;  and  the  account  ends  in  1821,  when  the  deceased,  accord- 
ing to  all  the  evidence,  is  said  to  have  become  incapable.  Why  such 
accounts  should  h^ve  been  carried  on  in  1821,  if  he  had  really  been 
unfit  for  business  before  and  during  all  that  interval,  is  a  point  upon 
which  I  have  not  heard  a  shadow  of  explanation.  I  consider  these 
transactions,  then,  of  first-rate  importance  towards  solving  all  the  diffi- 
culties of,  this  case ;  for  here,  after  the  lapse  of  about  thirty  years,  the 
court  has  the  advantage  of  facts  proved,  with  the  dates  duly  affixfed  to 
them.  I  do  not  say  that  these  facts  alone  utterly  disprove  that  the  tes- 
tator was  at  Box  at  the  beginning  of  1819,  but  they  go  a  long  way  to- 
wards it;  and  even  if  at  some  time  thereabouts  the  deceased  was  at  Box, 
they  do  prove  that  the  deceased  did  acts  of  business  requiring  what  I 
think  cannot  be  denied,  some  thought  and  some  understanding.  There 
is,  I  must  say,  not  the  least  evidence  to  show  that  in  any  one  of  these  acts 
of  business  the  deceased  was  assisted  by  any  one  person  whatever —  the 
presumption  is  the  other  way ;  and  to  put  these  acts  upon  the  very  low- 
est basis  on  which  they  can  be  placed,  they  do  utterly  disprove  idiocy  or 
imbecility.  I  will  simply  repeat,  what  I  have  already  indeed  said, 
that  those  who  are  afflicted  with  lunacy  sometimes  have  the  manage- 
ment of  and  can  manage  their  pecuniary  affairs  —  an  idiot  never. 

Now,  the  next  branch  of  evidence  is,  in  my  opinion,  almost  equal- 
ly instructive ;  it  is  the  evidence  of  dealing  with  tradespeople.   Jones, 
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the  Sadler,  baa  given  his  evidence  in  a  manner  extremely  creditable 
to  himself;  he  is  supported  by  strong  corrobarative  proof  in  all  his 
statements.  In  his  examination  on  the  second  and  third  articles,  be 
states  that  he  worked  for  him  and  bis  three  brothers.  What  I  am 
about  to  state  will  show  that  this  man  was  careful  in  what  he  did  — 
that  his  first  recollection  of  the  deceased  was  ordering  of  him  on  the 
16th  August,  1817,  a  saddle.  He  says  he  does  not  find,  by  his  books, 
he  did  any  thing  for  him  before.  From  that  time,  by  reference  to  bis 
books,  it  appears  that  he  worked  for  the  deceased  occasionally  up  to 
the  9th  November,  1821.  He  gave  orders  himself,  he  paid  his  bills 
himself,  he  knew  the  value  of  money,  and  was  careful  to  settle  the 
price  ^before  the  order — very  particular,  in  joint  accounts  with  bis 
brothers,  that  he  should  not  be  charged  beyond  his  fair  propoi^on. 
The  accounts  not  only  confirm  the  witness,  but  bear  strongly  on  two 
essential  parts  of  the  case. 

First,  as  to  the  confinement  at  Box  in  1818  and  1819,  there  is  an 
entry  on  the  29th  December,  1818,  and  in  March,  April,  May,  and 
June,  up  to  July,  1827,  covering  the  whole  period  when  it  has  been 
supposed  that  the  deceased  was  at  Box.  It  was  argued,  I  think  ra- 
ther desperately,  that  the  bill  was  inconsistent  with  the  fact  of  the 
deceased  being  at  Box,  and  the  items  might  have  been  incurred  throngh 
a  servant.  This  attempted  explanation  is  not  only  not  very  probable, 
but  is,  as  I  have  said,  inconsistent  with  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses. 
If,  however,  all  this  is  not  sufficient.,  it  comes  out  most  unexpectedly 
on  interrogatory,  that,  upon  looking  at  a  previous  ledger,  Jones  was 
working  for  the  deceased  and  his  brothers  at  different  times  throngh 
1815,  and  that  he  did  not  work  for  him,  the  deceased,  in  1816.  In 
that  year  the  deceased  was  certainly  at  Box,  so  that  there  is  an  entire 
intermission  of  work  at  that  period,  as  might  rationally  be  expected, 
but  there  is  a  continuance  of  work  in  1818  and  1819,  and  if  the  de- 
ceased was  at  Box  at  that  time,  why  should  there  not  have  been  a 
cessation  of  work  in  1819,  as  there  was  when  he  was  at  Box  in  1816  ? 
I  have  no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  this  man's  evidence.  I  have  dwelt 
the  more  strongly  upon  it,  not  only  on  account  of  the  intrinsic  weight 
of  the  fact  of  his  not  being  at  Box  in  1818  and  1819,  but  as  to  the 
collateral  efiect  of  fixing  a  date  to  the  evidence  of  all  the  witnesses. 

Secondly,  it  is  not  to  be  forgotten,  in  the  examination  of  this 
evidence,  that  some  of  those  dealings  come  very  close  to  the  very 
period  of  making  the  will,  in  1821.  Of  the  same  character  is  the  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  Moore,  who  was  a  bootmaker  in  Bath  from  1818  to 
1822,  and  I  refer  to  him  more  especially,  because  of  the  date  of  1820 
—  the  great  date  in  this  cause,  when  lus  father  died  —  a  date  as  to 
which  he  could  not  easily  be  mistaken.  He  was  more  intimate  with 
the  deceased  than  tradesmen  usually  are  with  their  customers;  he  sat 
by  him  in  his  tandem,  and  it  appears  by  Jones's  bill  that  harness  for 
a  tandem  was  furnished  in  1820.  Another  witness  speaks  to  the 
same  period,  and  he  fixes  the  date  by  reference  to  a  marriage  in  1820, 
and  to  a  bill  dated  September,  1821.  The  conversation  detailed  as 
to  that  bill,  which  I  need  not  go  through,  is  evidently  the  conversa- 
tion of  a  rational  man.    I  forbear  adverting  to  more  evidence  of  this 
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kind,  though  there  is  no  want  of  it,  considering  the  great  lapse  of 
time,  I  cannot,  however,  pass  wholly  over  the  evidence  as  to  the 
social  habits  of  the  deceased.  Mr.  Caldecot,  a  witness  who  is  ad- 
mitted to  be  a  witness  of  perfect  respectability,  knew  the  family  from 
1813,  knew  the  deceased  from  1814,  saw  him  in  Box  in  1815  or  1816, 
saw  him  on  his  return  to  his  mother's  house  in  1817,  and  of  the  peri- 
od from  1817  to  1822  he  speaks  in  the  following  terms.  He  says  — 
'^  I  was  in  the  habit  of  constant  intercourse  with  him,  meeting  him 
continually  in  society."  He  says  he  was  of  perfectly  sound  mind, 
and  had  the  management  of  himself  and  his  affairs.  He  speaks  of 
his  attending  divine  service,  and  there  is  also  evidence  of  his  taking 
the  sacrament.  That  this  gentleman  is  not  incorrect  in  his  dates  is 
proved  by  an  abundance  of  evidence  as  to  the  deceased,  during  the 
period  in  question,  being  a  subscriber  to  public  balls  and  billiard- 
rooms.  I  will  only  add  that  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Caldecot  strictly 
applies  to  August,  1821,  because  he  states  he  was  at  Bath  at  that 
period,  and  up  to  the  month  of  October  in  that  year,  and  constantly 
saw  the  deceased.  It  appears  to  me,  that  on  this  part  of  the  case 
there  is  only  one  more  witness  whose  evidence  requires  comment, 
and  that  witness  is  Vining.  He  went  into  the  service  of  Mrs.  Ban- 
natyne  about  1816.  I  draw  no  conclusion  in  favor  of  soundness  of 
mind  from  his  evidence  of  the  deceased  coming  over  with  Dr.  and 
Mrs.  Laugworthy  to  dine  at  his  mother's  in  1816,  for  I  consider  that 
fact  is  only  a  proof  of  greater  quiet  and  greater  composure.  But  this 
witness  was  an  inmate  in  the  family,  and  if  there  does  not  appear  rea- 
son to  distrust  his  memory,  or  to  doubt  his  integrity,  be  must  furnish 
the  best  evidence  as  to  facts  and  dates.  In  1817,  he  says,  Mr.  Wil- 
liam Bannatyne  was  married,  and  the  deceased  came  over  from  Box 
at  that  time,  and  remained  till  1822 ;  he  positively  denies  that  the 
deceased  was  at  Box  during  the  interval.  He  goes  on  to  depose  to 
the  acts  the  deceased  did — his  care  of  his  money,  his  constant  at- 
tendance on  divine  service,  his  freedom  from  all  control,  his  dealing 
in  horses,  his  keeping  a  tandem  jointly  with  his  brother  George,  his 
going  to  parties,  and  his  playing  at  cards.  The  opinion  of  the  wit- 
ness is  not  of  great  value,  but  it  is  in  conformity  with  the  facts  be 
states ;  and  it  is  upon  the  facts  the  court  places  reliance. 

Now,  I  have  gone  throufi;h  all  this  evidence,  perhaps  in  greater 
detail  than  is  necessary,  partly  from  a  wish  to  satisfy  the  parties  that 
I  have  omitted  nothing  that  could  bear  on  the  ultimate  decision  of 
this  case,  and  partly  because  I  bear  in  mind  that  there  is  in  law  what 
I  may  call  a  double  presumption,  against  the  validity  of  this  will  —  a 
presumption  arising  from  the  verdict — a  presumption  from  proved 
unsoundness  of  mind  previous  to  the  will,  which  presumptions  throw 
upon  the  party  propounding  a  very  heavy  onus  of  establishing  satis- 
factorily the  soundness  of  mind  of  the  testator  when  he  did  the  act, 
and  because,  also,  incapacity  is  admitted  after  1822.  This  brings 
me  to  the  consideration  of  the  first  plea  in  the  cause,  and  very  briefly 
to  the  evidence  thereon,  and  to  the  will  itself.  The  contents  of  the 
will  are  very  simple ;  they  are  beyond  all  doubt  rational,  and,  as  I 
think,  natural  and  officious,  looking  at  the  circumstances  in  which 
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the  deceased  was  then  placed.     He  was  a  bachelor,  with  a  mother, 
three  brothers,  and  a  natural  child :  he  provides  for  that  child  by  a 
legacy  of  4,0002.,  and  he  introduces  conditions  for  its  maintenance, 
showing  that  either  he,  or  somebody  for  him,  had  bestowed  much 
thought  upon  the  question  —  a  duty,  of  course,  he  was  bound  to 
discharge.     He  gives  a  life  interest  to  his  mother  in  the  residue,  and 
on  her  death  it  goes  to  his  three  brothers.     I  really  cannot  conceive 
a  more  unexceptionable  document.     The  operation  now  may,  to  a 
certain  extent,  become  different  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  legatees 
before  the  testator ;  but  that  is  no  argument  at  all,  for  there  are  thou- 
sands of  wills,  thousands  on  thousands,  which  do  not  provide  for 
future  contingencies  —  thousands  in  which  we  aU  know  there  are 
lapsed  legacies,  and  the  property  goes  in  a  channel  not  accordant 
with  the  intention,  or  what  a  person  might  think  a  just  and  proper 
channel ;  but  especially  after  the  lapse  of  twenty-nine  years,  where 
the  testator  survived  the  making  of  the  will  twenty-nine  years.     The 
only  thing  to  be  wondered  at  is,  that  the  will  could  be  so  far  carried 
into  execution,  if  established,  as  it  is.     The  will  is  in  the  handwriting 
of  Mrs.  Bannatyne.     I  know  not  what  the  amount  of  the  property 
was  at  the  time.     I  wish  I  did,  for  the  reason  I  am  about  to  stat^ 
But  the  4,000i  given  to  the  child  being  deducted,  it  inay  be  a  ques- 
tion of  doubt,  looking  at  the  mother's  probable  age,  and  the  length 
of  time  the  deceased  lived,  and  the  amount  of  his  fortune,  whether 
she  might  not  have  been  equally  benefited  by  an  intestacy,  because 
I  am  now  looking  to  the  question  whether  she  was  an  inpenegted 
party  in  making  this  will.     I  have  no  means  of  forming  a  judgment 
—  I  mean  in  the  strict  and  proper  sense  of  the  word— whether  she 
would  have  been  more  interested  under  an  intestacy  or  by  the  will ; 
it  might  have  been — I  think  it  is  not  on  the  present  occasion  —  a 
point  of  great  importance.   The  employment  of  his  mother  for  this  pur- 
pose is  a  fact  not  wholly  unimportant  —  the  employing  his  mother, 
instead  of  writing  the  will  with  his  own  hand.     It  is  a  very  short 
document,  one  which,  d  priori^  a  man  would  write  for  himself;  and 
I  am  aware  also  that  all  the  other  documents  are,  as  to  the  body  of 
them,  written  by  his  mother. 

But  this  fact  rather  strengthens  the  observation  I  think  it  right  to 
make,  namely,  that  I  do  think  that  an  inference  fairly  arises,  from 
the  fact  of  the  will  itself  and^all  other  documents  being  in  the  hand- 
writing of  the  mother,  not  of  insanity  or  idiocy,  but  of  great  inert- 
ness and  great  indolence,  probably  not  wholly  unconnected  with  the 
decease  with  which  he  was  before  and  afterwards  afBicted.  This 
will  was  inclosed  in  an  envelope,  in  which  is  contained  certain 
'  writings  of  the  mother.  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  am  bound  by  legal 
rules  not  to  admit  the  paper  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  will ;  for 
what  is  it  more  or  less  than  a  written  declaration  ?  I  cannot  admit 
it  in  support  of  the  will,  unless,  indeed,  it  could  have  been  shown 
that  Mrs.  Bannatyne  would  have  taken,  under  intestacy,  a  greater 
amount  than  she  would  under  the  will.  But  if  it  be  the  other  way, 
and  she  is  benefited  by  the  will,  it  is  impossible  I  can  receive  this 
declaration  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  will.    But  presuming  Mrs. 
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Bannatyne  to  be  benefited  nnder  the  will,  and  she  being  dead,  all  that 
she  has  written  would  be  evidence  against  the  will,  and  might  be 
used  for  that  purpose,  because  the  declarations  of  deceased  persons 
interested  are  entitled  to  be  received  against  themselves,  though  not 
for  themselves.  I,  therefore,  make  no  observation  upon  what  is 
written  in  the  envelope,  because  I  do  not  think  it  was  argued  at  all, 
that  what  was  written  in  the  envelope  could  be  used  as  evidence  in 
favor  of  the  will.  Now,  the  will  is  attested  by  two  respectable  per- 
sons, both  dead.  The  presumption  is,  that  they  had  every  reason  to  , 
believe  that  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind,  and  that  it  was  done  by 
him  in  a  rational  manner,  and  it  is  evidence  of  his  conduct  at  the 
time;  and  this  presumption  is  not  the  less  strong  because  of  the 
death  of  the  witnesses.  It  would  be  a  great  calamity,  where  attesting 
witnesses  fall  according  to  the  common  lot  of  mortality,  that  their  evi- 
dence should  be  lost  to  the  individuals  benefited  under  the  instrument 
they  attest ;  and  for  this  reason  I  am  bound  to  presume,  looking  at  the 
will  itself,  and  looking  at  the  attestation  of  the  witnesses,  that  this 
is  a  rational  act,  done  in  a  rational  manner.  In  the  opinion  of  a  very 
great  judge.  Sir  William  Wynne,  in  the  celebrated  case  of  Cart- 
xvright  V.  CarUoright^  he  said  where  a  rational  act  was  done  in  a 
rational  manner,  such  was  the  strongest  and  best  proof  which  could 
arise  even  as  to  a  lucid  interval.  Now,  I  cannot  say  that  I  subscribe 
altogether  to  this  observation  of  Sir  William  Wynne,  for  I  do  not, 
but  it  is  entitled  to  great  weight ;  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  a  rational 
act  done  in  a  rational  manner,  though  not,  I  think,  the  strongest  and 
best  proof  of  a  lucid  interval,  does  contribute  to  the  establishment 
of  a  lucid  interval.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  any  argument 
arises  at  all  from  the  custody  of  the  will.  Looking  at  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  I  do  not  see  that  there  was  any  thing  so  extraor- 
dinary in  the  custody  as  to  reflect  back  on  the  making ;  and  that  is 
the  only  point  in  this  case.  What  was  done  with  the  will  afterwards 
was  not  done  by  the  testator  himself,  and  is  of  no  consequence  what^ 
ever.  [Having  adverted  to  a  letter  of  the  mother  of  the  deceased 
written  in  1830,  and  to  arguments  founded  on  the  conduct  of  the 
brothers  of  the  deceased,  the  court  continued :]  .  Now,  to  sum  up  the 
conclusion.  As  against  the  validity  of  this  will —  I  have  endeavored 
to  omit  nothing,  and  to  give,  as  far  as  I  could,  weight  to  every  con- 
sideration on  both  sides  —  as  against  the  validity  of  the  will,  I  place 
the  presumption  of  law,  and  the  proved  prior  and  subsequent  unsound- 
ness of  mind,  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  all  that  has  been 
extracted  as  to  what  was  said  by  Dr.  Langwortby  before  the  jury.  I 
take  into  account  also,  that  neither  the  will  nor  any  other  document 
is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  testator — a  strong  proof  that  in  matters 
of  business  he  did  not  act  as  men  ordinarily  do.  I  give  such  weight 
as,  after  careful  examination,  I  think  due  to  the  evidence  brought  to 
establish  unsoundness  of  mind.  Now,  giving  all  these  considerations 
their  full  and  due  effect,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  in  support 
of  the  will  preponderates.  The  rational  character  of  the  instrument 
itself,  the  duty  of  providing  for  the  natural  daughter,  the  justice  to 
all  his  relations  then  existing,  the  improbability  of  any  unfair  con- 
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duct  on  the  part  of  so  kind  and  affectionate  a  mother,  the  sanction  of 
the  attesting  witnesses,  the  management  of  pecuniary  concerns,  the 
dealing  with  and  conduct  towards  tradesmen,  the  perfect  freedom  of 
person,  the  conditional  enjoyment  of  society  and  amusements,  and 
all  these  circumstances  applying  to  about  the  period  when  the  will 
was  executed,  does  in  my  judgment  rebut  the  presumption  of  law, 
overpower  the  opposing  evidence,  and  establish,  if  I  may  so  call  it,  a 
lucid  interval,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind 
when  he  executed  this  will.  I  therefore  consider  it  is  my  duty  to 
pronounce  that  this  will  is  entitled  to  probate. 

On  the  question  of  costs,  which  was  strongly  pressed, 
Dr.  Lushington  said  —  Of  course  I  was  aware  that  the  question 
would  be  mooted.  I  did  not  think  it  right  to  give  any  opinion  oo 
costs  till  after  I  had  delivered  my  judgment  Upon  general  princi- 
ples, I  think  the  costs  ought  to  follow  the  judgment,  and  I  also  think 
that  rarely  the  costs  ought  to^e  given  out  of  the  estate ;  but  I  think 
that  in  testamentary  causes  there  'do  arise,  on  several  occasions,  just 
and  fair  exceptions ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  this  is  a  just  and  fair  excep- 
tion, and  I  will  state  my  reasons.  In  the  first  place,  here  is  a  will 
which  ought  to  have  been  proved  in  solemn  form  in  any  case,  because 
the  will  was  in  direct  conflict  with  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  finding  the 
insanity  to  have  covered  the  whole  *  period.  In  the  second  place, 
though  it  could  not  be  received  as  evidence  in  this  case,  the  parties 
opposing  the  will  were  manifestly  carried  away  and  deceived  by  the 
affidavit  of  Dr.  Langworthy,  who  was,  I  think,  mistaken  in  the  testa- 
tor being  at  his  bouse  a  second  time ;  and  with  regard  to  any  thing 
that  might  have  been  stated  in  the  argument  of  counsel  as  to  the 
conduct  of  this  cause,  I  think  I  should  be  doing  great  injustice  to  the 
parties,  who  are  minors,  if,  because,  in  the  heat  of  argument,  counsel 
did  attack  either  one  party  or  the  other,  I  therefore  should  deprive 
them  of  what  otherwise  would  fairly  be  given  to  them.  I  think  this 
is  a  case  in  which  the  court  ought  fairly  to  give  the  costs  out  of  the 
estate. 


PREROGATIVE  COURT. 

Thompson  and  Allaway  v.  Hall.  ^ 

January  7,  and  Febraary  6, 1852. 

Attestation  —  Evidence  of  Signing  in  Presence  of  Subscribififf 

Witnesses. 

The  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will,  examined  two  years  after  the  transaction,  deposed  to 
seeing  the  deceased  write  on  a  paper,  and  to  their  signing  such  paper,  but  they  would  not 
swear  to  what  he  wrote  being  his  name,  nor  to  the  name  of  the  deceased  being  on  the  will 

1  16  Jur.  1144. 
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when  thej  so  subscribed.  Thej  identified  the  paper  subscribed  hj  them,  on  which  was 
the  signatoro  of  the  deceased.  The  attestation  clause  was  full,  and  the  deceased  knew  the 
requisites  of  execution :  — 

IZeldf  that,  on  the  evidence,  the  will  was  entitled  to  probate. 

John  Elton  Hall  wrote  a  will  on  one  side  of  a  sheet  of  paper, 
appointing  executors  and  disposing  of  the  whole  of  his  property,  end- 
ing with  a  formal  testimonium  clause,  followed  by  an  attestation 
clause  in  these  words — "  Signed  by  the  testator,  John  Elton  Hall,  as 
and  for  his  last  will  and  testam^fit,  in  the  presence  of  us,  who,  at  his 
request,  in  his  sight  and  presence,  and  in  the  sight  and  presence  of 
each  other  of  us,  have  hereunto  set  our  names  as  witnesses."  The 
signature  of  the  deceased  was  opposite  the  bracket  to  the  attestation 
clause,  and  the  names  of  two  witnesses  were  under  the  attestation 
clause.  It  appeared  that  the  deceased  had  been  for  some  time  in  a 
solicitor's  office,  and  that  on  the  day  when  the  will  was  executed  he 
'was  ill  and  in  bed  ;  that  he  afterwards  sailed  for  New  South  Wales, 
and  died  on  the  passage.  Three  witnesses  were  examined  on  the 
allegation  propounding  the  will.  They  deposed  to  the  deceased  hav- 
ing called  them  into  his  room  to  witness  a  paper,  to  his  observation 
that  there  must  be  two  witnesses  to  that  paper,  to  their  seeing  him  write 
something  on  the  paper,  two  of  them  signing  a  paper  after  he  had  so 
written  thereon ;  and  they  identified  the  will  as  the  paper  signed  by 
them,  but  they  would  not,  on  cross-examination,  swear  that  when 
they  saw  the  deceased  write,  he,  in  fact,  wrote  his  name  to  and  signed 
the  will,  nor  that  they  saw  his  name  in  the  will  when  they  subscribed 
it.  They  were  examined  upwards  of  two  years  after  the  execution 
of  the  will. 

Jenner  and  Deane,  for  the  executors,  relied  upon  the  evidence  as 
sufficient  to  support  the  will,  particularly  looking  to  the  presumptions 
furnished  by  the  testator's  knowledge  of  what  was  required,  and  the 
wording  of  the  attestation  clause.  They  referred  to  W%Ue  v.  TTie 
Trustees  of  the  British  Museum^  6  Bing.  310,  and  Hudson  v.  Parker^ 
1  Robert.  14.  Bott  v.  Genge^  3  Curt.  160,  was  clearly  distinguished 
from  the  present  case,  for  there  the  witnesses  who  subsdHbed  their 
names  saw  no  writing  at  all,  and  their  impression  was,  that  the  de- 
ceased did  not  sign  the  will  in  their  presence ;  the  contrary  being  the 
case  here. 

Harding  and  Twiss^  contra.  Whatever  may  have  been  done  by 
the  deceased  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  they  were  merely  pre- 
sent bodily,  and  not  mentally ;  they  were  not  cognizant  of  what  he 
did,  and  so  they  cannot  now  depose  that  the  will  was  signed  when 
they  subscribed  it ;  they  are  not,  consequently.  Able  to  support  the 
execution  in  the  manner  required  by  the  law,  and  pointed  out  in  Htid^ 
son  V.  Parker^  1  Robert.  24,  since,  to  use  the  words  in  p.  25  of  that 
case,  the  signature  here<is  not  proved  to  have  been  existent  or  seen  at 
the  time. 

Dr.  LusHiNGTON.     The  deceased  in  this  case  is  John  Elton  Hall, 
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and  the  question  for  the  decision  of  the  court  is,  whether  a  will,  bear- 
ing date  the  16th  April,  1849,  is  entitled  to  probate  or  not.     The  ob- 
jection to  probate  of  this  will  is,  that  it  was  not  executed  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Wills  Act ;  and  no  doubt,  if  that  objection  is 
sustained  by  the  evidence,  it  must  prevail,  however  clear  the  testator's 
intention  may  be,  and  however  undoubted  the  fact  of  the  eitecation 
of  the  will ;  if  informal,  it  cannot  avail.     I  have  ever  been  of  opinion 
that  no  court  of  law  —  and  such  is  a  court  of  probate  —  has  any 
other  duiy  than  to  construe  the  statutes  of  this  realm  according  to 
the  ordinary  rules  of  construction,  and  that,  without  any  regard  to  the 
consequences,  if  once  satisfied  that  they  are  the  legitimate  result  of 
a  true  construction  of  the  statutes,  the  consequences  and  the  results 
therefrom  belong  to  the  proper  province  of  the  legislature,  and  not  to 
a  court  of  law.     I  hop^  that  so  far  as  I  have  had  to  deal  with  the  in- 
terpretation of  this  act,  I  have  always  adhered  to  this  principle,  and 
it  is  my  wish  to  do  so  now.    But  the  interpretation  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament, and  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  evidence  in  a  cause,  are 
totally  different  considerations.     These  two  questions  ought  always 
to  be  kept  separate  and  distinct.     In  construing  an  act  of  parliament, 
I  am  to  declare  what  the  requisites  of  the  law  are ;  in  construing  the 
Wills  Act,  to  say  what  the  law  requires  to  render  the  execution  of  a 
will  valid,  and  entitle  it  to  probate.     In  so  doing  I  am  confined  to  the 
words  of  the  act.      No  extrinsic  considerations  ought  to  have  the 
slightest  weight.     In  considering  the  evidence,  it  is  my  duty  to  look 
to  all  the  witnesses  have  sworn,  and  to  weigh  the  whole  probabilities 
of  the  case,  and  thence  to  ascertain  the  state  of  facts  to  which  a  given 
construction  of  the  law  is  to  be  applied.     It  is  obvious  that  this  proposi- 
tion, though  I  believe  undoubtedly  true,  necessarily  embraces  a  wide 
range  —  the  character  of  the  witnesses,  the  length  of  time  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  transaction  took  place,  and  the  nature  of  the  facts 
to  which  they  depose,  whether  they  are  facts  likely  to  make  an  im- 
pression on  their  minds  or  not.     To  this  is  to  be  added,  whether  the 
case  admits  of  the  application  of  the  principle,  or  the  presumption 
omnia  rite  esse  acta^  or  not.     Now,  let  us  see  how  this  present  case 
stends.     tbe  deceased  was  a  person  somewhat  acquainted  with  the 
law,  and  therefore  it  is  a  rational  and  legal  presumption  that  he  in- 
tended to  execute  his  will  in  conformity  with  the  law.     The  presump- 
tion is  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  the  attestation  clause  is  strictly 
regular  and  formal.     If  the  execution  be  deficient  in  legality,  such 
deficiency  is  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  testator,  who  had  ade- 
quate knowledge  of  the  requisites  of  the  law,  and  declared  by  the 
instrument  itself.     Certeinly  this  is  a  case  in  which  it  may  be  truly 
said,  omnia  prcesum^nda  rite  esse  acta*     The  objection  raised  is,  that 
the  signature  was  not  made  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  or  ac- 
knowledged as  the  9th  section  of  the  act  requires — that  it  was  not 
and  could  not  be  duly  attested,  if  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  is 
to  be  trusted.     The  first  step  in  this  investigation  is  to  solve,  by  refer- 
ence to  the  evidence,  when  and  how  the  signature  was  made — whe- 
ther there  is  proof  of  its  having  been  made  before  the  witnesses,  and 
before  they  signed,  and  whether  the  witnesses  were  cognizant  of  the 
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facts,  or  merely  corporally  present.     And  here  it  may  be  fitting  to  ob- 
serve, that  three  witnesses  have  been  examined,  of  the  ages  of  nine- 
teen, eighteen,  and  sixteen,  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  and  exa- 
mined two  years  and  two  months  after  it.     What  is  rationally  to  be 
expected  from  such  witnesses  ?     I  apprehend  nothing  more  than  a 
general  statement  of  the  circumstances  occurring;  that  you  cannot  re- 
quire a  minute  statement  of  facts,  which,  however  important  in  them- 
selves, were  not  calculated  to  make  much  impression  on  their  minds. 
The  writing  on  the  paper  in  the  actual  presence  of  all  three  is  proved. 
What  was  written  ?     They  will  not  swear  that  they  saw  the  deceased 
write  his  name,  but  that  they  saw  him  write  somethi^ig.     What  is 
the  probability  from  all  these  facts  ?  —  a  skilled  testator  writing,  and 
occupied  in  so  writing  the  just  time  to  write  his  own  name,  and  fol- 
lowed by  attestation.     The  name  now  appearing  as  it  does  on  the 
will,  would  it  not  be  contrary  to  all  probability  to  suppose  that  any 
thing  was  written  but  the  name,  or  that  the  name  was  not  there  and 
\srritten  before  ?     But  it  has  been  argued  that  all  this  may  be  true, 
but  that  as  the  witnesses  did  not  see  the  testator  write  his  name  so 
as  to  swear  they  saw  the  letters  made  —  that  though  corporally  pre- 
sent, they  could  not,  in  the  proper  meaning  of  the  word,  attest  the 
signature,     I  think  that  this  argument,  even  if  well  founded  in  law, 
is  totally  opposed  to  the  real  state  of  facts,  as,  I  think,  they  must  be 
collected  from  the  evidence.     Now,  suppose  you  were  to  ask  an  attor- 
ney or  his  clerk  if  they  saw  the  testator  sign ;  they  would  answer 
"  Yes."     If  asked  how  they  came  to  remember  such  fact,  the  answer 
in  all  probability  would  be,  that  they  believe  so  because  they  are  accus- 
tomed to  be  careful  in  the  execution  of  wills.     Then  ask  the  next 
question,  "  Are  you  sure  you  saw  the  testator  make  the  very  letters 
which  form  his  name  ?  "  would  not  the  answer  be,  "  I  saw  him  write 
letters  on  the  will,  and  then  I  attested  it"     Put  a  further  question, 
"  Were  you  not  at  the  foot  of  the  bed,  and  can  you  swear  that,  as 
the  letters  would  be  backwards  as  you  stood,  you  saw  all  the  letters  ?  " 
w^ho,  after  the  expiration  of  two  years,  would  be  able  to  give  a  posi- 
tive affirmative  ?     Can  any  court  expect  it  of  these  young  men  ?     I 
am  satisfied  that  the  evidence  is  sufiicient  in  this  case,  that  the  wit- 
nesses had  the  ordinary  knowledge  that  witnesses  have  of  the  signa- 
ture made  by  the  testator,  and  that  it  was  made  in  their  presence  and 
with  their  knowledge.     I  think  that  these  are  the  fair  deductions  from 
their  evidence ;  but  even  if  this  were  not  sufficient,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  I  should,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  be  bound  to  supply 
the  deficiency  by  attributing  it  to  want  of  memory.     I  disturb  no 
case  or  decision.     I  have  given  iny  reasons  for  my  judgment;  but  if 
I  look  for  authority,  Newton  v.  (Mark^  2  Curt.  320,  will  fully  support 
my  judgn^ent. 
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Practice  —  Incapacity  of  Executor —  Administration. 

The  residnarjr  clause  in  a  will  was  altered  by  striking  out  the  words  "  to  A  in  trust,"  and 
substituting  "  to  B."  A  was  named  executor.  Administration  with  the  will  aj  altered 
annexed  eranted  to  B.,  as  interested  in  the  residue,  A  bein^  incapable  of  acting,  and  piD> 
ceedings  being  taken  in  chancery  to  ascertain  the  construction  of  the  residuary  clause. 

J.  M.  B.  died,  domiciled  at  Gibraltar ;  of  bis  will  he  had  appointed 
R.  A.  and  A.  S.,  since  deceased,  and  J.  P.,  executors.  Subseqnentlj 
he  altered  the  residuary  devise  and  bequest  to  the  trustees  and  exe- 
cutors by  striking  out  the  words  "  the  said  R.  A.,  A.  S.,  and  J.  P.,  and 
to  their  heirs,  administrators,  and  assigns  forever,  upon  the  several 
trusts,  nevertheless,  and  for  the  ends,  intents,  and  purposes,  hereinafter 
.  expressed  and  declared,"  and  interlining  in  their  stead  the  words  "  my 
daughter  J.  F.  B."  Probate  of  the  will  as  originally  executed  was 
granted  by  the  court  of  Gibraltar  to  the  three  executors ;  but  that 
sentence  was  appealed  from  by  the  daughter  J.  F.  B.,  and  the  judicial 
committee  of  the  privy  council  ordered  that  grant  to  be  revoked,  and 
a  new  probate,  with  the  alterations,  was  thereupon  granted  to  J.  P., 
who  was  the  surviving  executor.  In  1851,  J.  F.  B.  being  about  to 
file  a  bill  in  chancery  against  certain  persons,  with  a  view  of  deter- 
mining the  effect  of  these  alterations,  administration,  limited  to  sub- 
stitute such  proceedings,  was  granted  by  this  court  to  C.  J.  C,  as  the 
nominee  of  J.  F.  B. ;  and  on  that  cause  coming  on  for  hearing  before 
the  Master  of  the  RoUs,  he  was  pleased  to  order  the  matter  to  stand 
over,  in  order  that  a  general  representative  of  the  testator  might  be 
constituted.  Accordingly  a  requisition  issued  to  swear  J.  P.,  resident 
at  Gibraltar,  as  surviving  executor,  but  he  was  too  ill  to  be  sworn. 

Addams  moved  the  court  to  rescind  the  decree  granting  probate  to 
J.  P.  and  to  direct  a  decree  to  issue,  with  intimation,  citing  J.  P.  to 
accept  or  refuse  probate,  or  show  cause  why  administration  with  the 
will  annexed  should  not  be  granted  to  J.  F.  B.,  as  interested  in  the 
residue.  He  referred  to  Wms.  Exors.  405, 3d  ed.,  and  the  cases  there 
cited. 

Sir  J.  DoDsoN  granted  the  motion  as  prayed. 

1 16  Jur.  894. 
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ABANDONMENT. 


1..  Nan-user.]  Whether  metQ  non-user  of  a  right  amounts  to  an  abandonment  of  the 
r^ht,  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances  which  caused  the  non-user.  Ward  v. 
Ward,  418. 

2.  Intention.']  Therefore,  where  the  use  of  an  immemorial  right  of  way  to  a  close, 
was  discontinued  because  the  occupiers  had  a  more  conyenient  access  to  it  over 
another  close  in  their  occupation :  — 

Held,  that  the  non-user  afibraed  no  evidence  of  an  intention  to  abandon  the  right  lb. 


Of  BUI  of  Exchange.] 


ACCEPTANCE. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange. 


ACCEPTOR. 
Action  against — not  Discharged  by  Payment  by  Drawer."] 

See  Bill  of  Exchange. 

ACCESSARY. 
See  Labceny. 

ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

Satisfaction  by  a  Stranger.]  To  an  action  in  indebitattis  assumj)8it  for  work  and  labors, 
the  defendants  pleaded  uiat  the  debt  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  under  an  agreement, 
by  which  the  pudntiff  agreed  with  the  defendants  to  execute  certain  works,  on  cer- 
tain terms,  set  out  in  the  plea ;  that  the  pkdntiff,  after  he  had  commenced  the  works, 
stopped  the  same  until  another  agreement  was  made  with  the  pladntiff  and  one  T.  P., 
set  out  in  the  plea,  and  by  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  said  T.  P.,  for 
certain  considerations,  to  finish  the  said  works;  that  the  consideration  money, 
under  the  last  agreement,  was  paid,  and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the  same  from 
the  said  T.  P.  in  full  performance  of  such  agreement ;  and  that  tne  pUuntifr  accepted 
the  last-mentioned  agreement,  and  the  performance  thereof  by  the  said  T.  P.,  in  sati»- 
faclion  and  discharge  of  the  said  agreement  between  the  plaintiffand  the  defendants : — 

Held,  a  bad  plea  on  general  demurrer.    James  v.  Isaacs,  296. 

ACTION. 
On  Contract  unexecuted.] 

See  Contract. 
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ACTION. 
Bight  of —  in  whom.'] 

See  Joint-Stock  Company. 


ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 

When  it  lies."]  A  lessor  may  sue  in  case  for  injury  to  his  reyersion,  thougli  tlie  injarj 
is  Ae  working  a  mine,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  lessee's  covenant,  and  for  the 
committing  of  which  an  action  on  ihe  covenant  would  lie.    Marker  v.  Kenricky  320. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Incapacity  of  Executor.']  The  residuary  clause  in  a  will  was  altered  by  striking  oat 
the  words  <<  to  A  in  trust,"  and  substituting  "  to  B."  A.  was  named  executor.  Ad- 
ministration with  the  will  as  altered  annexed  granted  to  B.,  as  interested  in  the  resi- 
due, A.  being  incapable  of  acting,  and  proceedings  being  taken  in  clvuiceiy  to 
ascertain  the  construction  of  the  residuary  clause.  Li  the  goods  <3£  Boschettij  (Eoc) 
600. 


ADULTEBY. 
See  PLEADiNa. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

Sworn  to  before  Attorney,]  An  affidavit  cannot  be  used  in  support  of  an  application  to 
the  court,  if  it  be  sworn  before  a  commissioner  who  is  acting  in  the  matter  as  attor- 
ney of  the  applicant,  though  there  be  no  action  pending  and  no  attorney  on  the 
record.     Grayf  in  re,  36. 

See  Inspection  of  Documents.    Practice. 


AGENT. 
See  Distress.    Principal  and  Agent.    Ships  and  Shipping. 

AGBEEMENT. 

See  Railways.    Stamp. 
Illegal] 

See  Railways. 

ALEHOUSE  ACT. 

PenaUy  to  whom.]  A  penalty  imposed  under  the  Alehouse  Act,  by  justices  for  a 
boroueh  which  has  a  commission  of  the  peace,  but  no  Ck>urt  of  Quarter  Sessions,  is 
payable  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  in  which  such  borough  is  situate,  and  not  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  borough  on  account  of  the  borough  fund :  — 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was  properly  convicted  upon  an  indictment  for  neglecting 
and  refusing  to  pay  over  one  moioty  of  a  fine  imposed  under  the  9  €rea  4,  c  61,  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  county  of  N.    Regina  v.  Dom,  552. 
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AMENDMENT. 

1 .  Ejectment']  The  declaration  in  ejectment  stated  a  joint  demise  by  H.,  and  M.  his 
wife.    Proof  that  11.  was  devisee  in  trust  for  the  sole  use  of  M :  — 

Heldf  that  the  judge  had  no  power  under  the  3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  to  amend  the 
record  by  striking  out  the  name  of  M.  in  the  demise.     Wilton  y.  Beckf  255. 

2.  Variance.']  Semble,  (per  Maulb,  J.)  Tlu^t  the  Tariance  was  in  a  particular  mate- 
ria to  the  merits.    Ih, 

ANNUITY. 

Recovery  of  Money  pajidJ]  E.  H.  L.,  who  resided  at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales,  be- 
ing entitled  to  an  annuity  for  his  life,  assigned  it,  in  1849,  to  certain  trustees,  to 
dispose  of  it  for  his  benefit.  The  plaintiff  entered  into  a  correspondence,  by  letter, 
ynUi  Uie  trustees,  upon  the  subject  of  the  purchase,  and  from  the  various  letters 
which  passed  between  the  parties,  it  appecujpd  that  the  terms  o£  the  purchase  were 
not  finally  determined  upon  and  settled  uirol  the  28th  of  February,  X849.  Upon 
the  6  th  of  that  month,  the  annuitant  died.  The  purchase-money  was  pud  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  ignorance  of  the  &ct,  and  was  ultimately  received  by  the  executrix  of 
the  deceased. 

Held^  that,  as  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  it  had  ceased  to  exist,  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  rau^k  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  from  the  execu- 
trix, on  the  ground  that  the  money  had  been  paid  without  consideration.  Strickland 
y.  Turner,  471. 

See  Contract. 


APPEAL. 

To  the  House  of  Lords,"]  A  plea  which  does  not  merely  raise  an  objection  to  a  par- 
ticular form  of  proceeding,  leaving  it  to  the  pluntiff  to  proceed  in  a  different  form  at 
another  time,  but  which,  if  allowed,  entirely  bars  the  plaintiff  from  his  remedy,  is  a 
peremptory  and  not  a  dilatory  plea,  within  the  6  Grco.  4,  c.  120,  s.  5,  and  a  decree 
thereon  may  be  subject  of  appebl  to  the  house  of  lords.    Geils  y.  Oeils,  1. 

2.  Dilatory  Defence.]  A  Scotchman  was  married  in  England  to  an  Englishwoman, 
and  then  returned  to  Scotland,  where  he  was  domiciled.  Some  years  afterwards, 
the  wife  quitted  Scotland,  and  returned  to  England,  where  she  lived  separate  from 
her  husband.  He  came  to  England,  and  instituted  proceedings  in  the  Arches  Court 
for  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  The  wife,  in  her  responsive  allegations,  charged 
him  with  adultery,  and  on  that  charee  prayed  for  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro.  Juag- 
ment  was  given  m  her  favor.  Hie  nusband  returned  to  Scotland,  where  the  wife 
instituted  a  suit  for  a  divorce  a  vinculo.  The  husband  pleaded  the  proceedings  in 
the  Arches  Court  as  a  bar  to  further  proceedings  in  Scotland : — 

Heldf  that  this  plea  raised  a  peremptoiy  or  substantial  defence,  and  that  a  judgment 
thereon  might  be  made  the  subject  of  appeal  to  this  house.    lb. 

See  Practice. 


APPEARANCE. 
See  Practice. 

APPORTIONMENT. 
See  Contract.    Condition  Precedent. 
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ARBITRATION. 

1.  Award —  Several  issues,"]  Where  matters  in  difference  in  a  cause  inTolTiiig  sere- 
ral  issues  are  referred  to  arbitration,  the  costs  of  the  <:au8e  to  abide  the  event,  the 
ft  ward- is  good  notwithstanding  there  is  no  specific  finding  on  each  issue,  if  it  appear 
by  necessary  intendment  that  the  arbitrator  has  disposed  of  all  the  issues :  — 

2.  SeniUe,  that  it  is  otherwise,  where  the  reference  is  of  the  cause  and  also  matters  in 
difference.    Humphreys  v.  Pearce,  495. 

3.  Award,']  A^ement  that  arbitrator  should  award  a  money  compensation  for  the 
damage,  or  mstead  thereof  actual  repairs  of  the  damage  done.  Newbold  t.  T%e 
East  Lancashire  Raihoay  Company ^  608. 

See  Fbibndlt  Society  Act. 


ARREST. 

AUome}fs  Clerk —- PiivUege,]  The  managing  clerk  of  an  attorney  is  not  prirOeeed 
from  arrest  while  going  to  attend  before  a  judge  at  chambers,  on  buaness  of  nit 
master.    Phillips  t.  Pound,  528. 

Eight  of  Officer  to  Arrest] 

See  Trespass. 


ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Indiotmekt. 

ASSESSMENT. 
See  Rates. 


ASSESSMENTS. 
Liability  of  Shareholders  for.] 

See  Joint-Stock  Compakt. 


ASSESSORS'  NOTES. 
See  Practice. 


Of  a  Chose  in  Action,] 


Right  of  to  bring  Actions,] 
Rights  of] 


ASSIGNMENT. 
See  Legacy. 

ASSIGNEES. 

See  Bakkruptcy. 

See  Insolvent. 

ASSUMPSIT. 


1.  Money  Lent  — Insolvent  Bank,]    M.  W.  deposited  certain  country  bank  notes,  paya- 
ble in  London,  representing  807.  in  Talue,  with  a  bsmking  company,  and  received  the 
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following 'meftiOFandiim,  signed  by  the  manager:  —  "Received  of  M.  W.  80/.,  for 
which  we  are  accountable.  802.,  at  3^  per  cent  interest,  with  fourteen  days  notice." 
The  notes  were  sent  on  the  same  evening  by  post  to  the  London  agents  of  the  bank- 
ing company,  and  presented  on  the  next  day,  and  refused  payment  They  were 
transmitted  bv  that  nighf  s  post  to  the  banking  company,  who  on  the  following  day 
gave  notice  of  dishonor  to  M.  W.,  and  tendered  to  him  uie  notes,  which  he  refused. 
It  turned  out  that  the  bank  which  had  issued  the  notes  had  stopped  payment  upon 
the  day  when  M.  W.  made  the  deposit  with  the  banking  company,  but  that  neitner 
M.  W.  nor  the  banking  company  were  then  aware  of  this. 
Held,  that  under  the  above  circumstances,  M.  W.  could  not  maintain  an  action,  either 
for  money  lent  or  for  money  had  and  received,  against  the  banking  company.  Tim- 
mis  V.  GibbinSf  64. 


2.  To  recover  Money  Paid.'] 

See  Annttitt. 

3.  To  recover  Money  Paid."^  E.  H.  L.,  who  resided  at  Sydney,  New  South  Wales, 
being  entitled  to  an  annmty  for  his  life,  assigned  it,  in  1847,  to  certain  trustees,  to  dis- 
pose of  it  for  his  benefit  The  plaintiff  entered  into  a  correspondence,  by  letter, 
with  the  trustees  upon  the  subject  of  the  purchase,  and  from  the  various  letters 
which  passed  between  the  parties,  it  appeared  that  the  terms  of  the  purchase  were 
not  Hally  determiaed  upon  and  settled  until  the  28th  of  February,  184^.  Upon 
the  6th  df  that  mouthy  the.  annuitant  died.  The  purchase-money  was  paid  by  the 
plaintifr,  in  ignorance  of  the  ^t,  and  was  ultimately  received  by  the  executnx  of 
the  deceased :  —  \ 

Held  J  that,  as  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  annuity  it  had  ceased  to  exist,  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  from  the  execu- 
trix, on  the  ground  that  the  money  had  been  pidd  without  consideration.  Strickland 
v.  Turner,  471. 

See  Fbauds,  Statute  of.    Stoppagb  in  Transitu. 


ATTESTATION. 
To  a  WiU,] 

See  Will. 


AUDITOR. 

Ouerseer^s  Account.']  The  auditor  of  the  accounts  of  overseers  disallowed  a  sum  which 
was  part  of  the  costs  of  defending  an  appeal  by  a  railway  company  against  a  poor-rate 
to  wnich  the  company  were  assessed,  and  stated  the  following  reasons  for  his  disallow- 
ance :  **  First,  that  the  overseers  ought,  prior  to  incurring  those  expenses,  to  have 
summoned  a  vestry,  and  taken  the  opinion  of  the  inhabitants  as  to  the  propriety  of 
doing  so.  Secondly,  that  afler  the  quitter  sessions  had  reduced  the  assessments,  subject 
to  a  case,  the  overseers  ought  to  have  summoned  a  vestry,  and  taken  the  opinion  of 
the  inhabitants  on  the  propriety  of  proceeding  with  the  case."  On  the  bringing  up 
of  the  disallowance  of  the  auditor,  under  sect  35  of  stat  7  &  8  Vict  c.  101 :  — 

Held,  that  the  overseers  having  acted  hondjide,  and  not  improvidently,  both  in  con- 
testing the  appeal  and  in  abandoning  the  case  reserved,  the  disallowance  was  wrong. 
Regina  v.  Street,  172. 


AVERAGE. 
See  Ships  and  Shipping. 

AVOWRY. 

See  Replevin. 
51  • 
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AWARD. 
See  Akbitration. 

BAGGAGE. 
See  Commok-Cabriers. 

BAIL. 

Special  Bail  by  Executors,'^  The  general  rule  that,  where  an  actioii  against  an  execu- 
tor is  removed  from  an  inferior  court,  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to  put  in  special 
bail,  does  not  extend  to  the  case  of  an  inferior  court,  where  a  custom  of  foreign 
attachment  exists,  which  can  only  be  dissolved  on  putting  in  special  bul.  Bastmc  t. 
Gant,  82. 

See  Recognizance. 

BAILMENT.  ^ 

See  Common-Carriers. 

BANKRUPTS. 

1.  BUh  of  Exchange^  To  assumpsit  on  bills  of  exchange,  the  defendants  pleaded, 
that,  being  joint  traders,  hj  deed  under  tho  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106,  s.  224,  theyaasigiied 
their  joint  property  to  2£,  who  undertook  to  pay  their  joint  creditors  Is.  Sd,  in  the 
pound ;  that  six  sevenths  of  the  creditors  accepted  and  executed  the  deed,  and  the 
defendants  were  thereby  released  from  the  plaintiff's  claim.  The  pUuntifis  replied, 
a^r  setting  out  the  deed  on  oyer,  that  each  of  the  defendants  had  separate  property. 
The  replication  was  held  good,  on  the  authority^  of  Tetley  v.  Taylor,  21  Law  J.  Rep. 
(n.  8.)  Q.  B.  846 ;'  s.  c.  12  Eng.  Rep.  469.    JFisher  v.  Bell,  245. 

2.  Trover  by  the  Assignee."]  A  bankrupt,  previously  to  lus  bankruptcy,  depoated  tim- 
ber with  the  defendants,  who  were  wharfingers,  to  be  kept  at  tneir  wharf,  and  de- 
livered on  payment  of  the  wharfage.  On  Sie  7th  of  February,  1B48,  a  Jiat  issued 
against  him,  and  the  plaintiff,  Cannan,  was  appointed  official  assignee.  The  bank- 
rupt, after  the  Jiat,  sold  the  timber,  and  between  September,  1848,  and  January, 
1849,  it  was  deUvered  to  the  purchaser  by  the  defendants,  who  had  no  notice  of  the 
bankruptcy.  In  February,  1849,  the  other  plaintiffs  were  appointed  trade  assignees. 
In  trover  oy  the  official  and  other  assignees,  held,  fint,  that  the  defendants  were 
not  liable  for  the  value  of  the  timber,  being  pi;ptected  by  the  6  €reo.4,  c.  16,  s.  84. 
Cannan  v.  The  South  Eastern  Railway  Company,  334. 

3.  Fiat  —  Not  Notice.']  Secondly,  that  the  issuing  of  the^of  was  not  notice  to  aD  tibe 
world  of  its  issuing,  the  fi€U  not  standing  on  the  same  footing  as  the  old  commission 
of  bankruptcy,    lb. 

4.  Goods  of  Bankrupt.]  The  words,  in  the  84th  section,  "  goods  belonging  to  any 
bankrupt,**  mean  goods  which  belonged  to  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  they  were  de* 
posited  in  the  possession  or  custody  of  the  person  delivering  them,  and  which 
would  have  continued  to  be  his  property  unless  an  act  of  bankruptcy  had  occurred. 
Ih. 

5.  Variance.]  QucBre,  whether  there  was  a  variance  between  the  declaradpn  and 
the  &cts  stated,  on  the  ground  that  tlie  official  assignee  was  to  be  consicfered  as 
alone  possessed  of  the  timber  at  the  time  of  the  conversion  and  not  the  trade  as- 
signees,   lb. 

6.  Discharge  in  Bankruptcy.]  To  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
against  the  acceptor,  the  defendant  pleaded  that,  being  a  trader,  he  presented"  a 
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petition  to  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  under  the  12  &  IS  Yict  c.  106,  which  court 
appointed  a  private  sitting,  and  that  fourteen  days  before  such  sitting  written  notice 
was  given  to  every  person  whom  the  defendant  then  knew  to  be  his  creditor,  or 
whom  he  had  any  means  of  knowing  to  be  his  creditor,  and  amongst  others  to  the 
drawer  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  that  he  did  not,  at  the  time  of  giving  such  no- 
tices, nor  did  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  or  the  official  assignee,  know  tn&t  the  drawer 
bad  indorsed  the  bill,  or  was  not  the  holder,  or  who  was  the  holder,  or  the  address 
of  such  holder ;  that  the  defendant  filed  an  account  of  hb  debts,  wherein  he  set 
forth  a  proposal  to  pay  his  creditors  78. 6d.  in  the  pound ;  that  at  such  private  sitting 
of  the  Bankruptcy  Court,  the  requisite  number  of  creditors  proved  their  debts  and 
assented  to  the  defendant's  proposal ;  that  the  Bankruptcy  Court  proposed  another 
sitting,  of  which  the  plaintin  had  notice ;  that  at  such  second  meeting  the  requisite 
number  of  creditors  proved  their  debts,  and  agreed  to  accept  the  defendant's  propo- 
sal ;  that  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  then  confinned  the  proposal  and  agreement,  and 
afterwards  gave  the  defendant  a  certificate  in  the  form  m  schedule  A :  — 
Held^  first,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  not  averring  that  the  resolution  and  agreement 
had  been  carried  fully  into  effect,  and  the  creditors  satisfied  pursuant  to  the  22l8t 
section  of  the  12  &  13  Vict  c.  106.    Alcard  v.  Wesson,  360. 

7.  Secondly,  dubitante  Mastin,  B.,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  barred  as  to  his  debt, 
seeing  that  he  had  not  had  notice  of  the  first  sitting.    1 6. 

8.  Q^asr€y  whether  any  of  the  creditors  are  bound  by  the  certificate  unless  notice  of 
the  previous  meetings  be  given  to  all  of  them.    lb. 

9.  TVhai  Debts  discharged  —  Contingent  Liability.']  The  defendant  executed  a  bond, 
whereby  he  became  liable  as  a  surety  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  such  costs  as  the  plain- 
tiff should  in  due  course  of  law  be  liable  to  pay,  in  case  a  verdict  should  pass  for 
certain  defendants  in  an  action  of  scire  facias;  wherein  the  now  plaintiff  sued  as  a 
nominal  party.  The  action  on  the  scire  facias  was  tried,  at  the  spring  assizes  in 
1848,  ana  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  then  defendants ;  after  which,  m  Easter  term, 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  obtained.  In  November  following,  the  defendant  in 
the  present  action  became  a  bankrupt  In  Hilary  term,  1849,  tne  rule  for  a  new 
trial  was  discharged.  In  Hay,  the  defendant  obtained  his  certificate,  and  in  August, 
the  costs  in  the  action  on  the  scire  facias  were  taxed,  and  final  judgment  signed 
against  the  now  plaintiff :  — 

Held  J  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  not  barred  by  the  defendant's  certificate,  the  debt 
not  being  a  contingent  debt  within  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  16,.s.  i)6,  but  only  a  contingent 
liability.    Hankin  v.  Bennett,  403. 

10.  Mortgage.']  Where  a  trader  assigns  part  of  his  propertv,  by  way  of  mortgage,  the 
question  under  the  bankrupt  laws  is  not  whether  putting  the  deed  in  force  wul  put  an 
end  to  his  business,  but  whether  it  Trill  make  hun  insmvent     Young  v.  Waud,  462. 

11.  Act  of  Bankruptcy.]  A  manufacturer  assigned  all  his  machinery,  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, to  secure  toe  amount  of  certain  bills  £awn  by  him  and  accepted  by  the  con- 
si^ees  of  his  soods,  which  had  been  discounted  by  the  mortgagee,  and  also  of  such 
ouier  bills  as  should  from  time  to  time  be  discounted  in  like  manner.  The  mortga- 
gee was  empowered,  after  three  days'  notice  to  enter  and  take  possesion  of  all  tne 
machinery,  and,  after  a  sale  of  the  same,  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  expenses  and  the 
biUs  then  due  or  running,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  mortgagors.  At  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  machinery  was  worth  1,500/.,  and  the  mortgagor's 
property  consisted  of  goods,  1,100/.,  and  good  debts,  900/.,  while  his  whole  liabiCtie? 
were,  2,900/. :  — 

Held,  that  this  deed  was  no  evidence  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  although,  had  it  been  acted 
upon,  the  mortgagor  could  not  have  carried  on  the  particular  business  in  which  he 
was  engaged.    lo.  % 


BANK  SHARES. 

Not  tcithin  Statute  of  Mortmain.] 

See  Mortmain. 
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BEER  LICENSE. 

Certiorari^  A  license  for  the  sale  of  beer,  granted  by  the  solicitor  of  exdse,  withonl 
the  production  of  a  certificate  from  the  oyerseer,  required  by  8  &  4  Vict  c  61,  a.  2, 
is  not  a  judicial  act  removable  into  this  court  by  ceriioraru  Regina  v.  Overweert  ef 
Salford,  145. 


BEQUEST. 
See  Legacy.    Hobtmain.    Will. 


BIGAMY. 

Evidence  of  Marriage.] 

See  Mabbiaqs. 


BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

Acceptance  —  Evidence  of  T^me  of  J]  The  bare  production  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  with 
formal  proof  of  the  wnting  to  the  acceptance,  iaprimd  facie  evidence  that  the  UD 
was  accepted  during  its  currency,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  of  the  date  it  bears^ 
such  being  the  recmar  and  usual  course  of  business.  What  is  a  reasonable  time 
depends  on  the  rebtive  places  of  abode  of  the  parties  to  the  bilL  Roberts  t.  Bedkdlj 
218. 

2.  Evidence  of  Infancy^]  Action  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  at  four  months' 
date.  Pleas,  ihAt  the  defendant  dud  not  accept,  and  that  he  was  an  infimt  when  he 
accepted.  Proof,  that  the  acceptance  to  the  bill  was  the  defendant's  writing,  that  he 
came  of  age  one  day  before  the  maturity  of  the  bill,  and  resided  in  the  same  town 
as  the  drawer  and  indorser :  — 

Heidi  evidence  for  the  jury,  from  which  they  might  infer  that  the  bill  was  acc^iled 
during  the  defendant's  minority,   lb,   - 

When  a  PaymentJ] 

See  DiSTBESS. 

3.  Payment  of  Debt,  vnikout  Costs."]  In  an  action  by  an  indorsee  agunst  the  accom- 
modation acceptor  of  a  bill,  it  is  not  a  good  defence  to  th6  further  maintenance  that, 
after  action  brought,  the  drawer  paid  the  amount  of  the  bill,  an'd  interest  to  the 
indorsee,  under  a  ludse's  order  in  another  action  brought  by  the  indorsee  against  the 
drawer.    Randall  y.  moon,  243. 

What  a  Discharge  of] 

See  Bankbuptb.    Patsient.    Stoppage  nc  Tbansitt;. 


BILL  OP  LADING. 

Construction  —  Dangers  of  Roads.]  The  defendants  received  goods  at  Panama,  to 
be  carried  to  and  delivered  in  London,  **  the  act  of  God,  the  queen's  enemies,  pirates, 
robber^,  fire,  accidents  from  machinery,  boilers,  and  steam,  the  dangers  of  the  seas, 
roads,  and  rivers  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  excepted."  The  goods  were 
stolen  without  violence,  when  in  the  course  of  transmission  from  Southampton  to 
London : — 

Held,  that  this  was  not  a  loss  within  the  exception  either  of  "  robbers  "  or  *^  dangers  of 
the  roads,"  as  the  word  **  robbers "  meant  loss  by  violence,  and  <^  dangers  of  the 
xxMds"  meant  either  dangers  of  roads  where  abipa  ue  at  anchor,  or  such  dangers  on 
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land  as  more  immediately  occur  on  roads,  e,  g,  the  oyertuming  of  the  carriages.    De 
RothschUd  y.  The  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Company,  826. 

See  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

BILL  Oi*  SALE. 
'    See  Sale. 


BIRKENHEAD  DOCKS. 
Liability  far  Poor  Rates.'] 

See  Bates. 


BOND. 
See  Fraud.    Becoonizakce. 

BOROUGH. 

Of  Ashton-under-Lyne.'] 

See  Rates. 

BRIDGES. 

Liability  of  County  to  Repair.']  The  Isle  of  Wight  is  a  division  of  the  county  of  South- 
ampton, but  has  no  separate  commission  or  the  peace.  Before  1842,  all  public 
bridges  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  not  repairable  by  tenure  were  repaired  either  by  the 
tithinffs  in  which  they  were  situate,  or  by  rates  in  the  nature  of  county  rates,  levied 
on  ail  the  parishes  m  the  island,  under  the  following  arrangement  The  Isle  of 
Wight,  having  been  assessed  to  the  general  county  rate,  and  appeals  against  such 
assessment  having  been  made,  in  1774  an  arrangement  was  made,  by  an  order  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  and  by  consent,  fixing  certain  proportions  to  be  paid  by  the  pa- 
rishes in  the  Isle  of  Wight  towards  the  general  county  rate,  but  leavmg  the  expense 
of  bridges  and  houses  of  correction  to  be  raised  by  a  local  rate ;  ^t  the  said  island 
being  adjudged  and  declared  not  to  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  county  bridge  rate,  or  to 
the  house  otcorrection ;  the  Isle  of  Wight  agreeing  to  erect  and  maintain  houses  of 
correction  and  bridges  within  the  island  at  its  own  expense."  Accordingly,  from 
1 774,  the  practice  was  for  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  county,  on  the  application  of 
the  justices  for  the  Isle  of  Wight  division,  to  lay  a  rate,  in  die  nature  of  a  county 
rate,  on  every  parish  in  the  island,  for  the  repair  of  the  bridges  and  bridewell  in  the 
island,  and  this  local  rate,  and  not  the  general  county  rate,  was  atways  expended  in 
such  repairs.  In  181S,  a  local  act  of  parliament  passed,  by  which  commissioners 
were  appointed  for  managing  the  roads  and  highways  in  the  island,  and  which 
enacted  that  all  bridges,  &c.,  which  had,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  act,  been 
repiured  by  any  tithings,  &c.,  should  for  the  future  be  repaired  in  the  same  manner 
and  by  such  ways  and  means  as  other  bridges,  usually  called  county  bridges,  within 
the  island,  had  been  accustomed  to  be  repaired :  — 

Held,  that  all  bridges  which,  at  the  time  when  the  local  act  passed,  were  repairable  by 
the  tithings,  were  thenceforward  repairable  by  the  county  generally ;  and  that  the 
conventional  mode  of  assessing  the  island  alone  to  a  rate  for  the  repairs  of  its  bridges 
and  bridewell,  under  the  arrangement  of  1774,  could  not  afiect  the  legal  liability  of 
the  county,  or  be  any  answer  to  an  indictment  against  it  for  non  repair  of  such 
bridges.    Regina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Southampton,  116. 

2.  Rebuilding  of  Bridae.]  A  bridge  in  the  Isle  of  Wight  was,  after  the  passing  of  the 
above  local  act  wholly  rebuilt  by  order  of  the  justices  for  the  island  division,  out  of 
the  island  rate  before  mentionea.  The  construction  of  the  new  bridge  was  materi- 
ally different  from,  and  it  stood  higher  up  Uie  stream  than,  the  fonner  bridge. 
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None  of  the  forms  required  by  the  43  Gea  8,  c.  49,  were  ol)aenred  in  building  Ihe 
new  bridse :  — 
Held^  that  &e  county  remained  liable  to  repair  the  new  bridge.    Ih. 

3.  Foot-BridgeJ]  A  foot-brid^,  formed  by  three  planks,  about  nine  or  ten  feet  long, 
and  a  hand  rail,  which  cames  a  public  footoath  oyer  a  small  stream,  is  not  such  a 
bridge  as  the  county  is  bound  to  repair.    Ih, 


BURGESS  LIST. 

^otice  of  Objectioru]  The  notice  of  objection  served  upon  a  burgess,  to  his  name 
being  retiuned  on  the  list  of  burgesses,  should  contain  his  description  as  he  is  de- 
scried on  the  burgess  list    Regina  y.  The  Mayer  of  Hanoichy  149. 

BUKGLARY. 


Implements  of.^  'Whether  an  implement  is  to  be  conadered  an  instrument  of  lioase> 
breaking,  within  stat  14  &  15  Vict  c.  19,  s.  1,  must  depend  upon  the  purpose  ftr 
which  the  person  charged  has  possesion  of  it    Regina  y.  Oldham,  568. 


2.  Any  implement  that  may  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  housebreaking,  if  the  jury  find 
it  to  haye  been  in  the  possession  of  the  person  charged  for  that  purpose,  at  the  time 
and  place  alleged,  is  an  implement  of  housebreaking  within  that  section,  although  it 
may  also  be  an  implement  which  is  used  in  the  ordinaiy  affairs  of  life  for  lawful 
purposes.    lb. 

3.  Where,  therefor^,  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  under  that  section,  the  evidence 
was  that  the  prisoner  was  found  by  night,  and  without  lawful  excuse,  in  possession 
of  a  number  of  house-door  keys,  and  a  pair  of  pincers,  all  of  an  ordinal/  descrip- 
tion, but  not  in  possession  of  any  of  the  particular  implements  of  housebreaking 
enumerated  in  the  section,  and  die  jury  found  that  the  prisoner  at  the  time  had  the 
keys  in  his  possessbn  for  the  purpose  of  housebreaking :  — 

Heldf  that  he  was  properly  convicted  of  the  offence  thereby  created.    lb. 

Oioses  in  Action."]  The  prisoner  was  iudicted  for  having  burglariously  broken  and 
entered  the  house  of  theprosecutor,  in  the  night-time,  with  intent  to  st^  the  ^*  goods 
and  chattels  **  therein.  The  jury  found  that  he  broke  and  entered  the  house  with 
intent  to  steal  a  mortgage  deed :  — 

Held,  that  bein^  subsisting  securities  for  the  payment  of  money,  mortgage  deeds  are 
choses  in  action,  and  as  such,  were  improperly  described  in  the  indictment  as  goods 
and  chattels,  and  consequently,  that  the  conviction  was  wrong.  Regina  y.  PoweUj 
575. 


CALL& 

Liability  of  Shareholders.'] 

See  Joint-Stock  Compant. 


CABJSIERS. 

See  Commok-Carrierb. 
Conversion  by."] 

See  Trover. 

CASE. 

WJien  it  Ides.] 

See  Action  ok  the  Case.    Trespass. 
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CASES  OVERRULED,  AFFIRMED,  EXLPAINED,  &c. 

Ayloffe  y.  Scrimpshire,  Carthew,  63  ;  s.  C.  Comberback,  128,  Explained,    .        .269 

Blakesley  y.  Smalltoood,  8  Q.  B.  Rep.  538,  approyed, 74 

Blyth  Y,  ArchboU,  C^ttfa  Fre* :  looaelj  Btat/oa — Maule,  J.,        .        .        .        .221 

Brooks  y.  Parsons^  1  Dowling  &  Lowndes,  691,  oyermled,       .  »     .        .        .  497 

Dowling  y.  Harmon^  8  Meeson  &  Welsby,  131,  affirmed, 382 

Fletcher  MarriUier,  9  Adolphos  &  Ellis,  461,  the  report  of  questioned,    .        .  489 

Grange  y.  Tricketty  7  Eng.  Rep.  431,  afiBrmed, 77 

Harrison  y.  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company ,  8  Eng.  Rep.,  469,  affinned,  189 

Herbert  y.  Sayer^  5  Queen's  Bench  Rep.  965,  affinned,        .        .        .        .        *  447 

Kinlyside  y.  Thornton,  2  Wm.  Black.  Rep.,  Ill,  affirmed,        .        .        .        .  328 

Oliva  y.  Johnson,  5  Bamewall  &  Alderson,  908,  oyerruled,         ....  332 

Pugh  y.  Kerr,  5  Meeson  &  Welsby,  164,  distinffttished, 403 

Regina  y.  Gompertz,  9  Q.  B.  Rep.  824,  affiimea, 521 

i2«^a  y.  MifT^an,  8  Adol^us  &  Ellis,  496,  affirmed, 124 

Rex  y.  Shukard,  Russell  &  Ryan,  200,  explained,        ......  556 

Shipman  y.  Thtnnpson,  Willes,  R.  103,  explained, 74 

Stracey  y.  The  Bank  if  England,  6  Bingham,  754,  explained,     ....  269 

Tetley  y.  Taylor,  12  Eng.  Rep.  469,  affirmed, 245 

Wankford  y.  Wankfordl  1  Salkeld,  299,  explained, 269 

Webb  y.  The  London  and  PortsmoiUh  Railtoay  Company,  5  Eng.  Rep.  151,  doubted,  64 

WUmshurst  y.  Bowker,  7  Meinning  &  Granger,  882,  amrmed,      ....  435 

CENTRAL  CRIMINAL  COURT. 

Removal  of  Indictment  to,"]  The  Central  Criminal  Court  Act,  4  &  5  WUL  4,  c.  86,  s. 
16,  proyides  tbat  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  or  the  commissioners  under  that  act, 
being  judges  of  the  superior  courts,  or  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  or 
the  recorder  of  London,  may  issue  writs  of  certiorari  or  other  process  to  remoye 
into  the  Central  Criminal  Court  indictments  found  at  the  sessions  for  London,  Mid- 
dlesex, &c.,  for  any  offences  cognizable  by  yirtne  of  that  act :  — 

Held,  that  this  does  not  repeal  the  7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53,  which' enacts  tbat  no  indictment 
for  obtadning  money,  &c.,  by  false  pretences,  shall  be  remoyed  by  certiorari  into  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench ;  but  that  it  authorizes  the  seyeral  judges  there  specified  to 
issue  writs,  in  the  nature  of  writs  of  certiorari,  to  remoye  mdictments  for  any 
offences  there  co^pizable  into  the  Central  Criminal  Court  from  the  sessions  there 
mentioned.    Regina  y.  SUl,  185. 


CERTIFICATE. 
See  Bankrupt. 


When  it  is  AUowed,] 


CERTIORARL 

See  Beer  License. 

See  Central  Crimznal  Court.     Procedendo.    Recognizance.    Sessions. 


CHARGEABILITY. 

Of  PaupersJ] 

See  Pauper. 


charter-party. 

See  Ships  and  Smppma. 
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CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
Bequest  o/!] 


Not  Goods  and  Chattels.] 


Of  ilttomey.] 


See  Legacy. 
See  BusGLAKY. 

CLERK. 
See  Arrest. 

CLERK  OF  THE  PEACE. 


1.  Ihiiy  of,"]  By  the  3  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  8.  2,  fines  imposed  at  quarter  sesnons  are  to  be 
inserted  on  the  roll  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  a  copy  thereof,  together  with  a 
writ  of  distringas  and  capias,  is  to  be  sent  oy  him  within  twenty-one  days  to  the  sheiiff, 
which  is  to  be  the  sheriff's  authority  for  levying  such  fines.  By  sect.  3,  the  clerk  of 
the  peace,  before  sending  the  roll  to  the  sheriff,  is  to  make  oath  that  the  roll  b  trdy 
made  up,  and  that  the  fines  are,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge,  inserted  therein,  and 
that  all  fines  paid  to  or  received  by  him  are  inserted  therein,  without  any  wilful 

-omission:  — 
Heldj  that  on  such  roll  and  writ  being  sent  to  the  sheriff;  his  duty  is  not  merdy  minis> 
texial ;  but  that,  if  he  has  received  the  fine,  he  must  not  proceed  to  levy  it,  although 
it  may  appear  upon  the  roll  to  be  unpaid.     Wildes  v.  Morris^  181. 

2.  Fwes."]  Heldy  also,  that  if  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has  received  the  fine,  he  most 
enter  it  upon  the  roll  as  peud ;  and  that  if  the  sheriff  has  received  it,  and  that  &ct 
is  known  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  he  may  enter  it  upon  the  roll  as  paid ;  hatqturre, 
in  this  latter  case,  if  he  is  bound  so  to  enter  it  ?    Ih. 

3.  By  the  69  Geo.  8,  c.  28,  two  courts  may  be  held  at  quarter  sessions,  and  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  is  to  appoint  a  fit  and  sufficient  person  to  record  the  proceedings  in  the 
second  court,  and  such  proceedings  are  to  be  delivered  over  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
and  to  be  equally  deemed  a  part  of  the  records  as  if  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  himself,  and  the  justices  may  nuJce  an  order  on  the  treasurer  to  joay  to  tibe 
clerk  of  the  peace  such  sum  as  they  shall  deem  a  reasonable  remuneration  to  the 
clerk  for  sucn  purpose.    lb. 

4.  Qucere,  whether  the  person  so  appointed  b  the  servant  of  the  derk  of  the  peace, 
so  as  to  render  the  latter  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  former,  or  so  as  to  inake  a 
receipt  by  such  person,  of  a  fine  imposed  at  quarter  sessions,  a  receipt  by  the  cleik 
of  the  p&3u:e ?    lb. 

5.  -Qucere,  also,  if  such  person  has  authority  to  receive  fines  imposed  at  quarter  sessions, 
so  as  thereby  to  charge  the  clerk  of  the  peace  with  the  receipt  of  themV    lb. 

6.  Where  such  person  had  received  in  court  a  fine  so  imposed,  and  had  handed  it  over 
to  the  under-sneriff,  but  made  no  record  of  such  payment,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
not  knowing  that  such  payment  had  been  made,  inserted  the  fine  on  the  roll  as  un- 
paid, and  the  sheriff  thereupon  levied  the  fine :  — 

Held,  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  not  bound  to  enter  the  fine  as  paid  unless  his 
appcnntee  was  his  servant,  acting  within  his  authority.    lb. 

7.  Held,  also,  that  the  sheriff  ought  not  to  have  levied  the  fine ;  and,  per  Eble,  J.,  that 
he  was  responsible  to  the  party  levied  upon  for  having  done  sa    lb. 

COLLATERAL   ISSUE. 
See  Witness. 
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COMIXy. 

Of  JWcUions.]  • 

See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

COMMON  LAW  PROCEDURE  ACT. 
See  Pbactice. 

COMMON-CARRIERS. 

1 .  Los8  by  Robbers  —  Dangers  of  RoadJ]  The  defendants  received  goods  at  Panama, 
to  be  carried  to  and  delivered  in  London,  *^  the  act  of  God,  the  queen's  enemies,  pi- 
rates, robbers,  fire,  accidents  from  machinery,  boilers,  and  steam,  the  dan^rs  of  the 
seas,  roads,  and  rivers  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  excepted."  xhe  goods 
were  stolen  without  violence,  when  in  the  course  of  transmission  from  Southampton 
to  London :  — 

Held  J  that  this  was  not  a  loss  within  the  Exception  either  of  *<  robbers  "  or  **  dangers 
of  the  roads,"  as  the  word  ^  robbers"  meant  loss  by  violence,  and  "dangers  of  the 
roads  "  meant  either  dangers  of  roads  where  ships  tie  at  anchor,  or  such  dangers  on 
land  as  more  immediately  occur  ym  roads,  e.  g.  the  overturning  of  the  carriages. 
De  Rothschild  v.  The  Royal  Mail  Steam  Packet  Company,  327. 

2.  Limitations  of  Liability — Negligence.']  The  plaintiff  being  the  owner  of  a  horse 
delivered  it  to  the  defendants,  a  railway  company,  to  be  carried  on  their  railway, 
subject  to  conditions  which  stated  that  the  owners  undertook  all  risks  of  conveyance 
-whatsoever,  as  the  company  would  not  be  responsible  for  any  iniur)^  or  damage 

.  howsoever  caused,  occurring  to  live  stock  of  any  description  travelling  on  the  rail- 
way. The  horse  having  been  injured  by  the  horsebox  being  propelled  against  some 
trucks  through  the  cross  negligence  of  the  company :  — 
Held,  contra  dtcente,  Platt,  B.,  that  the  commny,  under  the  terms  of  the-  contract^ 
were  not  responsible  for  the  injury.  Carr  v.  The  Lancashire  and  Yorksliire  Rail- 
tcay  Company,  340. 

3.  Thejl."]  Qucere,  whether  the  company  would  have  been  responsible  if  the  horse 
had  been  stolen.    lb. 

4.  Liability  of — Luogage."]  If  a  passenger  on  a  nulway  carry  merchandise  packed  up 
with  his  personal  lugpi^e,  the  railway  company  are  not  responsible  for  the  value  of 
the  merchandise  if  tne  lug^ge  be  lost  from  die  train.  But  if  the  merchandise  be 
so  packed  as  to  be  obviously  merchandise  to  the  eye,  the  railway  company  will  be 
responsible  for  the  loss  in  the  absence  of  any  bargain  to  the  contrary.  The  Great 
Northern  Railway  v.  Shepherd,  867. 

5.  Limiting  Responsibility^— -Pleading.  To  an  action  on  the  case,  in  which  the  de- 
claration stated  that  the  defendants  were  common-carriers,  and  that  they  received 
from  the  plaintiff,  as  such  common-carriers,  a  certain  package,  to  be  safely  carried 
and  to  be  delivered  for  him  at  a  place  mentioned,  and  that  the  defendants  did  not 
safely  carry  the  package,  but  that  through  their  negligence  it  was  lost ;  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  that,  at  me  time  they  received  the  package,  they  gave  the  plaintiff 
notice  that  they  would  not  be  responsible  for  packages  of  a  particular  description, 
under  which  this  particular  package  fell,  unless  their  contents  were  declared ;  and 
Uiat  the  contents  of  this  pacKage  were  not  declared ;  and  that  the  defendants  did 
not  consent  to  be  responsible  contrary  to  the  terms  of  such  notice.     Verification :  ^— 

Held,  that  the  plea  amounted  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  bailment  as  alleged  in 
the  declaration.     Crouch  v.  The  London  and  North-Western  Railway  Company,  498. 

See  County  Court. 

COMPOSITE  SUBSTANCE. 

See  Patent. 
VOL.   XIV.  o2 
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COMPOSITION. 

Deed  o/.]  • 

See  Bankrupt. 

CONCURRENT  REMEDIES. 
See  Action  on  the  Case. 

CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 

1.  Revocation  —  Reference,']  The  defendant  by  deed  appointed  the  plaintiff  andiior 
of  his  estates  at  a  yearly  salary,  and  in  consideration  thereof  the  plaindfT  coTenanted 
to  give  up  his  practice  as  a  barrister,  if  required  so  to  do,  and  not  to  accept  any 
other  office  or  employment  whatever,  so  lon^  as  he  should  hold  the  said  office.  The 
defendant  also  covenanted  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  said  salary  during  so  long  as  he 
should  hold  the  office ;  and  in  case  the  defendant  should  revoke  the  appointment 
without  adequate  and  just  cause  (to  be  determined  as  thereinafter  mentioneiD,  that 
the  defendant  should  pay  him  a  retiring  pension  of  1,000/.  a  year ;  and  it  was  too- 
vided  that  the  adequacy  and  lustice  of  the  cause  of  any  revocation  by  the  defenoaat 
of  the  said  appointment  should  be  determined  by  J.  W . :  — 

Held^  that  the  defendant  had  no  power  of  dismissing  the  plaintifT  without  giving  him  a 
right  to  the  pension  of  1,000/.  a  year,  until  he,  the  defendant,  had  previously  ascer- 
tained  by  a  reference  to  J.  W.  that  he  had  adequate  and  just  cause  to  revoke  the 
appointment    Lowndes  v.  Earl  of  Stamford^  23. 

2.  Declaration.'^  Heldy  also,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  enforce  payment  of  the 
retiring  pension  was  not  ousted ;  and  that  the  plidntiff  might  declare  for  it  withoot 
showing  that  there  had  been  any  determination  by  J.  W.  or  any  excuse  for  his  not 
having  obtained  such  determination,  or  that  a  reasonable  time  for  obtaining  such 
determination  had  elapsed.    lb. 

See  Covenant. 

■ 

CONDITIONAL   CONTRACT. 
See  Railways. 

CONDITIONAL  SALE. 
See  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS. 
See  Statute  op  Frauds. 

CONSIDERATION. 

See  Annuity. 

CONSTABLE. 
See  Officer. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

See  Bill  of  Lading. 

See  Coysnakt. 


Failure  of] 


Of  BiU  of  Lading.] 
Of  Covenant] 
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CONTINGENT  DEBT. 
See  Bankrupt. 

CONTINGENT  LIABILITY. 
See  Bankbtjpt. 

CONTRACT. 

• 

1.  Entire  Apportionmenf]  Where  the  plaintiff  was  by  deed  appointed  to  "  the  offices 
of  auditor  and  superintending  manager  of  the  defendant's  estates "  at  a  salary  of 
1,800/.,  payable  half-yearly  on  the  7th  of  Juljr  and  the  7th  of  January  in  ereiy 
year,  and  the  defendant  had  revoked  the  appointment  in  the  middle  of  a  current 
"year :  — 

Heidy  that  the  4  &  5  WilL  4,  c.  22,  s.  2,  did  not  enable  the  plaintifif  to  recover  a  pro- 
portionate part  of  the  salary  inorespect  of  that  portion  of  tno  year  daring  which  the 
plaintiff  held  the  offices.    Lowndes  y.  Earl  of  Stamford,  23. 

2,*  Stat.  4  5*  5  Will,  4,  c.  22.1  That  statute  applies  to  cases  where  payment  for  the 
whole  period  must  be  made  to  some  person,  and  does  not  include  a  payment  under 
a  contract  between  employer  and  employed  for  services  performed,  where  the  pay- 
ment entirely  ceases  upon  the  determmation  of  the  claimant's  right  to  receive  it   fb. 

3.  On  beJialf  of  a  Company.]  By  a  deed  made  between  L.  and  his  wife  of  the  first 
part ;  the  defendant  of  Uie  second ;  the  plaintiffs,  a  joint-stock  company,  of  the  third, 
and  the  trustees  of  the  company  of  the  iburth,  in  consideration  of  200L  advanced  to 
L.  hy  the  compan;^  on  the  execution,  L.  and  the  defendant  covenanted  to  pay  an 
annuity  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  L.  should  keep  on  foot  a  policy  on  his  own  life,  and 
one  upon  his  wife's.  L.  and  his  wife  Airther  granted  to  the  trustees  their  interest  in 
certain  freehold  property,  upon  trust  to  pay  thereout,  by  sale  or  otherwise,  the  arrears 
of  the  annuity,  and  pay  over  the  surplus  moneys  received  to  the  parties  entitled  thereto. 
In  an  action  of  covenant  by  the  company  against  the  defendant  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  the  annuity,  and  for  not  keeping  on  foot  the  policies,  the  defendant,  afler 
setting  out  the  deed  on  oyer,  pleaded  that  it  was  a  contract  made  on  behalf  of  a  com- 
pletely registered  jointrstock  company,  under  the  7  &  8  Yict  c.  110,  s.  44,  and  that 
it  was  void  because  it  was  not  executed  with  the  formalities  thereby  required :  — 

Heldf  that  the  plea  was  bad,  the  contract  not  being  one  made  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany, and  being  a  unilateral  one,  on  which  the  covenantee  might  sue  without  execu- 
ting it    British  Empire  J^utual  Life  Assurance  Co,  v.  Browne^  285. 

4.  Not  Void  made  with  a  Director.^  The  85th  section  of  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  16,  enacts,  that  "no  person  interested  in  any  con- 
tract with  the  company  shall  be  capable  of  being  a  director,  and  no  director  shall  be 
capable  of  being  interested  in  any  contract  wiui  the  company  during  the  time  he 
shall  be  a  director."  The  86th  section  enacts,  that  "  if  any  director,  at  any  time 
subseauent  to  his  election,  be  either  directiy  or  indirectiy  concerned  in  any  contract 
with  tne  company,  then  the  office  of  such  director  shall  oecome  vacant,  and  he  shall 
cease  from  voting  or  acting  as  a  director : "  — 

Held,  that  if  a  contract  be  entered  into  by  a  director  with  the  comipany  after  his  elec- 
tion, it  is  not  rendered  void,  but  the  office  only  of  a  director  is  vacated.  Foster  v.  The 
Oxford,  Worcester  and  Wolverhampton  Railway  Co.^  306. 

5.  Pleading,"]  Covenant  by  three  plaintiffs  against  an  incorporated  company  for  not 
accepting  goods  according  to  a  mutual  agreement  under  seal  Plea,  that  at  the  time 
of  mEddng  the  agreement  one  of  the  plaintiffs  was  a  director  of  the  company :  — 

Held,  bad  on  general  demurrer.    Ih. 

6.  Construction.]  The  construction  of  a  written  contract,  the  parties  never  having 
had  any  personal  communication  with  each  other,  and  there  oeing  no  usage  con- 
cerning it,  is  entirely  for  the  judge.  Key  v.  Cotesworthy  435. 
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7.  Condition  —  ConstrucHonJ]  In  an  action  b^  an  engineer  against  a  provisdonal 
mittee-man  of  a  railway  company,  it  appeared  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  committee, 
at  which  the  plaintiff  was  present,  it  was  resolved,  **  that  the  provisional  committee 
disclaim  the  intention  of  taking  on  themselres  any  personal  responsibility  as  r^ards 
the  expenses  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  in  or  about  the  company,  and  that  09  such 
responsibility  shall  attach  to  them."  At  another  meeting,  at  which  the  plaintiff  was 
also  present,  a  resolution  was  passed,  which  centred  a  statement  that  the  plaintiff 
had  said  **  that  he  would  make  no  claim  for  his  services  until  there  should  oe  suffi- 
cient funds  of  the  company  to  meet  any  demand  he  might  be  entitied  to  make."  The 
plaintiff  stated  in  a  letter,  that  **  he  never  understood  that,  unless  the  project  were 
successful,  the  engineers  were  to  abandon  all  claim ;  but  he  did  understand,  that 
the  individuals  comprising  the  committee  were  not  to  be  held  personally  Hable." 
At  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  committee,  it  was  resolved,  "  that  the  committee 
bind  themselves  to  be  answerable  to  the  extent  of  1,0002.,  to  be  applied  to  engineer- 
ing and  surveying  purposes."  The  scheme  was  abandoned,  ana  depoats  to  the 
amount  of  4,1682.,  which  had  been  received  by  the  committee,  were  returned  to  the 
shareholders :  — 

Held  J  that  the  defendant  was  not  responsible,  the  contract  being  that  the  plaintiff  should 
be  paid  out  of  such  funds  as  coula  be  properly  applied  in  satisfaction  of  Ids  daim, 
and  there  were  no  funds  of  that  description.    Landman  v.  Entwixde,  491. 

When  Implied,] 

See  Railways. 
Rescission  of.'] 

See  Accord  and  Satisfaction.  Joint-Stock  Compant. 

CONTRADICTION. 

Of  Witness  on  Immaterial  Issue."] 

See  Witness. 

• 

CONTRIBUTION. 
lAability  of  Shareholder  for,] . 

See  Joent-Stock  Company. 

CONVERSION. 

See  Baitkruptcy.    Trover. 

« 

CORPORATION. 

Contract  with,] 

See  Contract. 
Liability  on  Implied  Contract,] 

See  Railways. 
Liability  of  Shareholders  in,] 

See  Joint-Stock  Company. 
Liability  of] 

See  Railways. 

CORRUPTION. 
Necessary  to  Ground  a  Criminal  Information  tipon.] 

See  Criminal  Information. 

COSTS. 

1.  To  Prosecutor  under  5  jr  6  Will,  Sr  M,  c,  11.]    Where  a  defendant  was  convicted  on 
aft  indictment  for  perjury,  in  an  affidavit,  removed  by  hhnself  by  certiorari  into  the 
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Goort  of  Queen's  Bench,  the  prosecutors  were  held  entitled  to  costs  under  the  sta- 
tute 5  &  6  WHL  &  M.  c.  11,  as  "  parties  aggrieved  or  injured,"  although  the  false 
sweaiiii^  fidled  of  its  effect  and  the  prosecutors  were  only  interested  as  executors  in 
the  suit  in  which  the  false  affidavit  was  made.    Regina  v.  Major,  144. 

2.  Security  J  tohen  Required.']  Securilr  for  costs  will  not  be  required  from  a  plaintiff 
who  is  a  foreigner,  if  he  he  is  actually  in  this  country.     Tambuco  v.  Pacifico,  382. 

3.  Oiiva  V.  Johnsany  6  B.  &  Aid.  908,  overruled.    Ih. 

4.  Notice  of  Taxation,']  Where  judgment  has  been  signed  costs  taxed,  and  execution 
issued  for  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs  without  notice  of  taxation,  the*  court  will  not 
set  ande  the  judgment  or  execution,  but  will  direct  a  review  of  the  taxation.  Field 
V.  Partridge,  356. 

5.  County  Court  —  Jurisdiction.']  Where  one  of  several  plaintiffs  dwells  beyond 
twenty  miles  from  the  defendant,  the  superior  courts  have  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  county  court,  under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  128,  and  the  plaintiffs  will  be, 
therefore,  entitled  to  costs,  imder  the  IS  &  14  Vict  c.  61,  notvrithstanding  less  than 
20/.  is  recovered.    Eickie  v.  Salomo,  358. 

6.  Judge's  Order.]  On  the  19th  of  March,  previously  to  the  Surrey  spring  assizes,  the 
defendants  obtained  a  judge's  order,  in  substance  asfollowB:-- -Tnat  the  plaintiff 
should  show  the  defendants  certain  letters  within  ton  davs,  and  that  the  defendants 
should  be  at  libertv  to  take  copies ;  that  if  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  able  to  produce 
the  letters  he  should  nuaJce  an  affidavit  to  that  effect  within  ten  days,  and  that  in 
de&ult  thereof  all  further  proceedings  be  stayed  till  payment;  that  the  venue  be, 
changed  to  l^ddlesex,  on  pa^^ent  of  costs,  become  fruitless  by  such  change  of  venue ; 
and  uiat  the  time  for  inspection  under  the  order  of  ^e  13th  of  Ikboch  be  also  en- 
larged for  ten  days.  The  venue  not  having  been  changed  by  the  defendants,  was 
afterwards  changed  by  the  phuntiff :  — 

Held,  that  the  defendants  were  liable  to  pay  the  costs,  which  had  become  fruitless  by 
the  change  of  venue,  the  words,  "  upon  pavment  of  costs,"  bein^  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  words  of  agreement  ana  not  words  of  condition.  Horton  v.  The 
Westminster  Improvement  Commissioners,  401. 

7.  Certificate^  of  Judge.]  Under  the  12th  section  of  the  Countv  Courts  Extension  Act, 
IS  &  14  Yict  c.  61,  a  judge  has  power  to  certify  for  costs,  wnere  the  sum  recovered 
in  actions  of  contract  is  20/.  and  m  tort  5/.     Qarhy  v.  Harris,  479. 

See  Bannatyne  ▼.  Bannatyne,  595.    FuUer  v.  Earle,  390.     Geils  v.  Oeils,  1.     GWn- 
ham  V.  Card,  396.    Regina  v.  Salford,  147.    Regina  v.  Street,  172.     Wildes 

V,  morris,  181. 

COUNTERFEITING. 
See  FoRQERT. 


COUNTY. 

Liability  for  repair  of  Bridges,] 

See  Bridges. 

COUNTY  CONSTABLE. 
See  Trespass. 

COUNTY  COURT. 

1.  Jurisdiction —  Contract  toith  Carrier.]    A  carrier  and  wharfinger^  residing  at  Swin- 
don, in  Wiltshire,  afnreed  in  writing  with  M.,  who  resided  in  Surrey,  to  bax^ge  timber 
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from  Swindon  Whaif  to  London,  at  any  wharf  there,  at  16«.  per  Urn,  to  indade  all 
charges  except  wharfage.  It  was  necessary  to  haul  the  timber  from  the  place  where 
it  lay  to  bo  loaded  on  board  the  barges,  and  at  times  when  the  horses  of  AL  were 
not  on  the  spot,  the  carrier  provided  horses,  and  hauled  the  timber.  A  plaint  was 
afterwards  brought  in  the  county  court  for  the  district  of  Swindon  against  M.  for 
50/.,  the  balance  of  account  claimed  by  the  carrier,  including  two  items,  amounting 
to  1/.  165.,  for  hauling :  — 
Heldf  that  the  hauling  of  the  timber  and  the  carria^  of  it  to  London  constituted  bat 
one  cause  of  action ;  and,  that  as  such  cause  of  action  did  not  arise  until  the  dclimery 
of  the  timber  in  London,  the  judge  of  the  Swindon  county  court  had  no  jorisdictioD 
to  try  the  plaint  under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  60.    Barnes  v.  MarshaUy  45. 

2.  Jurisdiction  —  Stat,  1  Vict,  c,  S3.}  Sect  18  of  stat  1  Vict  c.  83,  (local  and  pei^ 
sonal,  public,)  authorized  commissioners  to  pare  the  streets  of  B.,  and  enacted  that 
the  expenses  thereof  should  be  sued  for  ^^  in  any  of  her  majesty's  courts  of  record 
at  Westminster :  — 

Heldy  that  by  virtue  of  sect  58  of  stat  9  &  10  Yict  c.  95,  the  county  court  had  juris- 
diction over  a  suit  founded  on  sect  18  of  stat  1  Yict  c.  33.    Stewart  v.  Jones,  163. 

3.  Jurisdiction  —  Devastavit.']  In.  an  action  in  the  county  court  to  recover  a  legacy, 
under  the  9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  s.  65,  as  extended  by  the  13  &  U  Vict  c.  61,  s.  1,  the 
judge  has  jurisdiction  to  try  a  question  of  devastavit.     Winch  v.  Winch,  292. 

Jurisdiction  of.'] 

See  Criminal  Information.    Friendly  Societies  Act. 


COURT. 

When  to  Construe  a  Contract.] 

See  Contract. 

COUNTY  VOTE. 
See  Elections. 

COVENANT. 

1.  When  Implied,]  An  indenture  between  the  plidntiffs  below  and  the  defendants 
below,  (a  railway  company,)  after  reciting  that  the  defendants  were  desirous  of 
beine  supplied  with  350,000  railway  sleepers,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  willing  to 
supply  tnem  according  to  the  terms  of  a  specification  and  tender,  contained  a  cove- 
nant by  the  plaintiffs  that  they  would  supply  the  sleepers  within  the  time  specified, 
"  as,  and  whey,  and  in  such  quantities,  ana  in  such  manner,"  as  the  engineer  of  the 
company,  by  order  in  writing,  "  from  time  to  time,  or  at  any  time  within  the  period 
limited  by  the  specification,  should  require."  The  specification  stated  that  the  nunt- 
ber  of  sleepers  required  was  350,000 ;  that  one  half  would  have  to  be  delivered  in 
1847,  and  the  remainder  by* midsummer,  1848.  The  deed  also  contained  provisos 
that  the  engineer  might  vary  the  times  of  delivery;  that  the  company  shoula  retain 
2,000/.  in  their  hands  as  security  for  the  perfonnance  of  the  contract,  and  should  pay 
it  ovei^within  two  months  afler  all  the  sleepers  had  been  delivered ;  and  that  the  con- 
tract might  be  put  an  end  to  upon  de&ult  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  upon  their  bank- 
ruptcy or  insolvency :  — 

Held,  First,  that  there  was  an  implied  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  take 
the  whole  number  of  850,000  sleepers.  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Co,  v.  Har- 
rison^ 189. 

2.  Condition  Precedent]  Secondly,  that  an  order  by  the  engineer  was  a  conditicm 
precedent  to  any  delivery  of  the  sleepers  by  the  plaintiffs.    lo, 

3.  Thirdly,  that  the  company  were  bound  to  cause  such  order  to  be  given  within  the 
time  lixnited  by*  the  specification.    Ih, 
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4.  Fourthly,  that  although  the  engineer  had  power  to  alter  the  time  for  the  delivery 
of  the  sleepers,  such  power  was  to  be  exercised  within  the  period  limited  by  the  spe- 
cification,   lb. 

5.  Fifthly,  that  the  engineer,  as  to  matters  in  which  he  had  a  discretion,  e.  g,  as  to 
varying  the  time  of  delivery  of  the  sleepers,  stood  in  the  position  of  arbitrator  be- 
tween the  parties,  but  as  to  giving  the  order  for  the  delivery  he  was  a  mere  agent  of 
the  company.    lb. 

6.  Construction^]  The  only  legitimate  rule  of  construction  is  to  ascertain  the  meaning 
from  the  language  used  in  the  instrument  coupled  with  such  facts  as  are  admissible 
in  evidence  to  aid  its  explanation.  —  Per  Parke,  B.    lb. 

7.  Pleading.']  In  an  action  upon  the  above  deed,  on  the  ground  that  the  company  had 
not  given  any  order  for  the  delivery  of  sleepers  within  the  specified  period : -— 

Held,  tnat  it  was  unnecessary  to  aver  readiness  and  willingness  to  deliver  tliera,  as  the 
plaintifis  were  not  bound  to  be  ready  and  willing  until  the  order  was  given.    lb. 

When  a  Concurrent  Remedy  toith  Case.] 

See  Action  on  the  Case.    Contract. 
Not  to  Sue.] 

See  Payment.    Principal  and  Surety.    Railways. 

CRIMINAL  INFORMATION. 

Corrupt  Notice.]  A  summons  was  issued  against  a  judgment  debtor,  under  the  98th 
section  of  iJie  9  &  10  Yict  c.  95,  in  the  usual  form,  cauing  upon  him  to  appear,  and 
to  be  examined  by  the  judge  of  the  court  touching  his  estate  and  .effects,  and  the 
manner  and  circumstances  under  which  he  contracted  the  debt  which  was  the  sul^ct 
of  the  action  in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained,  and  as  to  the  means  and  expecta- 
tion he  then  had,  and  as  to  the  property  and  naeans  he  still  had,  of  discharging  the 
debt,  and  as  to  the  disposal  he  might  have  made  of  any  proper^,  &c.  The  ddend- 
ant  appeared,  and  was  dulv  sworn.  The  judge  asked  him  whether  he  was  pre- 
parea  to  pay ;  he  answered  in  the  negative,  and  was  entering  into  an  explanation  of 
the  circumstances,  when  he  was  stopped  by  the  judge,  who  ordered  his  immediate 
committal  to  prison :  — 

Held,  that  these  circumstances  afforded  no  ground  for  a  criminal  information,  there 
being  no  imputation  of  a  corrupt  motive  on  the  part  of  the  judge.    In  re ,  151. 


CROSS  EXAMINATION. 
.    Of  Witness.] 

See  Witness. 


DAMAGES. 

When  Nominal.] 

See  Trespass. 


DANGERS  OF  ROADS. 
Meaning  of  in  a  BUI  of  JLading.] 

See  Bill  of  Lading. 


DEBT. 
Distinction  from  LiabUUy.] 

See  Bankrupt.    Payment. 
Against  a  Corporation.] 

See  Railways. 
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DEED. 

Construction  of — Potoer  to  make  Sluice.]  Trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  plain* 
tiff's  close,  and  cutting  down  the  sides  of  a  sluice  or  goit  there,  and  widenmg  the 
same.  Plea,  justifying  the  trespass  under  a  deed,  dated  tlie  12tli  Jnljr,  ISOO,  br 
which  plaintiff  demist  land  to  W.  S.  and  G.  S.,  (under  whom  the  defendant 
claimed,^  for  999  years,  and  b^  which  ^wer  was  ^Ten  to  W.  S.  and  G.  S.  to  cnt  a 
^it  or  Sluice  through  pkdntiff 's  close  m  a  certain  direction,  and  alao  power  from 
time  to  time  during  the  term  to  repair  and  amend  the  said  goit  or  slmce,  makii^ 
reasonable  satisfaction  to  plaintiff  for  danu^e  done  thereby  to  the  grass  of  jdaintiflr; 
provided  that,  for  the  tenn  of  two  years  fram  the  commencement  of  the  rent,  no 
treses  or  daimage  should  bo  charged  or  paid  for.  Beplication,  that  before  the  expi- 
ration of  two  years  from  the  commencement  of  the  rent,  and  during  the  said  term. 
W.  S.  and  G.  S.,  in  the  due  exercise  of  the  said  power,  cut,  made,  and  completed  a 
certain  goit  or  sluice  in  such  direction  as  in  the  mdenture  mentioned,  and  throa|g;h 
the  close  in  the  indenture,  and  in  the  plea  mentioned,  being  the  same  ^t  or  dmce 
in  the  declaration  and  in  the  plea  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  which  said  goit,  when 
so  cut,  made,  and  completed,  was  of  the  width  in  the  plea  in  that  behalf  mentiooed : 
and  that  the  uld  goit  or  sluice,  being  so  then  cut,  made,  and  completed,  and  the  a 
being  of  the  width  aforesaid,  remained  and  continued  of  die  width  aforesaid,  and  in 
that  state  and  condition  was  used  and  enjoyed  until  defendant,  under  color  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  in  pretended  farther  exercise  of  the  said  power,  brake  and 
entered  the  close  of  plaintiff:  — 

Held,  upon  demurrer,  (by  the  Queen's  Bench  and  Excheauer  Chamber,)  that  the 
power  given  in  the  deed  to  nuike  a  ^t  or  sluice,  having  oeen  once  exeroaed,  was 
exhausted,  and  therefore  the  replication  was  good.    Bottock  v.  SidehoUomj  152. 

See  Contract.   Statute  op  Frauds. 


DELAY. 
See  Practice. 

DELIVEEY. 

Of  Property  SolcL'] 

See  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

DEMAND. 

Evidence  of  Conversion.'] 

See  Trover. 

DEMURItEIL 
See  Pleading.    Practice. 


DETINUE. 

Pleadings  inJ] 

See  Pleadings. 


DEVASTAVIT. 

May  he  Tried  in  County  Court.'] 

See  CouNTT  Court. 
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Contract  wUh.'] 

Of  Railways  —  Powers  of.] 


DEVIATION. 
See  Railways. 

DEVISE. 
See  Will. 

DILATORY   PLEA. 
See  Pleading. 

DIRECTORS. 
See  Contract. 
See  Railways. 

DISCRETION. 
See  Procedendo. 

DISCHARGE. 
See  Accord  and  SATisrACTioN.    Bankruptcy.    Payment. 

DISTRESS. 

1.  Payment  of  Rent.']  A  teijant  being  indebted  to  his  landlord  for  rent,  the  a^nt  of 
the  landlord,  without  his  authority  or  knowledge,  took  a  bill  of  exchange  from  the 
tenant  for  the  amount  of  the  rent,  and  paid  over  the  amount  of  the  rent  to  the  land- 
lord in  his  settlement  of  account  The  bill  was  afterwards  dishonored  whilst  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  party,  and  the  rent  was  not  paid  by  the  tenant,  whereupon  the 
landlord  distrained :  — 

Held,  to  be  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  bill  was  discounted  for,  or  the  money 
lent  to  the  tenant  hy  the  a^ent,  or  whether  it  was  an  advance  bv  the  agent  to  the 
landlord ;  and  that  if  the  bill  was  discounted  for,  or  the  money  so  lent  to  the  tenant, 
the  landlord  was  not  entitled  to  distrain ;  otherwise  he  was  entitled.  Parroti  y. 
Anderson,  371. 

2.  Payment  by  Agent.']  So  in  another  case  where,  on  the  rent  becoming  due,  the  agent 
for  both  tenant  aiid  landlord  paid  the  amount  of  rent  to  the  landlord  without  any 
authori^  from  either  party,  and  the  tenant  afterwards  failed  to  pay  the  rent,  and  the 
landlora  distrained.     Griffiths  y.  Chichester,  372. 

3.  Right  to  —  Interest  in  Premises,]  Trespass  to  goods.  Plea,  that  by  an  indenture, 
made  in  1847,  between  Q.  and  the  defendant,  it  was  agreed  between  Q.  and  the 
defendant,  who  was,  during  all  the  time  thereinafter  mentioned,  possessed  of  certain 
premises  for  a  certain  term  then  to  come  and  unexpired  therein,  that  Q.  should  hold 
the  premises  as  tenant  at  will  to  the  defendant,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  150/.,  for  which 
rent  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  defendant  to  distrain  as  landlords  may  for  rents  re- 
served on  leases  fof  years ;  that  Q.  held  the  premises  under  the  said  mdenture  and 
aj^ement ;  that  three  years'  and  a  quarter's  arrears  of  rent  became  due,  during  the 
time  Q.  held  the  premises  as  such  tenant,  and  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  uem 
as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  defendant  distrained  the  goods  for  rent  The  plaintiff 
set  out  the  indenture  on  oyer,  from  which  it  appeared  that  Q-^  having  become,  in 
1847,  the  lessee  of  the  premises,  under  M.  for  twenty-one  years,  wantmg  one  day. 
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and  having  borrowed  money  from  the  defendant,  (t^mised  the  premises  to  Uie  defend- 
ant hy  way  of  mortgage,  at  a  peppercorn  rent,  and  that  the  defendant  re^emiaed 
the  same  to  Q.  at  a  yearly  rent  of  150/.,  with  power  of  distress : —  • 
Heldy  on  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad  in  not  showing  such  an  interest  in  the  premi- 
ses, on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  as  entitled  him  to  distrain.  Pmhom  t.  Soruter, 
454. 

4.  For  Rent  —  Pleading.']  To  a  delaration  in  trespass,  for  breaking  and  entering  a 
dose  of  the  plaintiff,  called  the  stable,  and  breaking  the  doors  thereof,  and  for  seizr 
ing  and  carrying  away  divers  goods  and  chattels  ot  the  plaintiff  therein,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded,  under  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1,  that  at  the  time  when  the  trespasses 
were  committed,  one  O.  O.  was  tenant  of  certain  premises  to  the  defendant  at  a 
certain  rent,  and  that  half  a  year's  rent  was  then  due  to  the  defendant  from  the  said 
O.  O.,  and  in.  arrear  and  unpaid ;  and  that,  within  thirty  days  before  the  said  time 
when,  &c.,  O.  O.  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  from  the  premises  held  by 
him  as  such  tenant,  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  being  Hk 
proper  ^oods  and  chattel  of  the  said  O.  O.,  in  order  to  prevent  the  defendant  from 
distraining  them  for  the  rent  in  arrear ;  and  that,  because  the  said  gooda  and  chattels 
BO  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  by  O.  O.  still  remained  in  the  said  close 
in  which,  &c.,  and  were  there  locked  up,  to  prevent  them  from  being  seiz^  as  a  dis- 
tress for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  the  defendant,  whilst  the  rent  remained  due,  and 
within  thirty  days  after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  so  been  clandestinely  and 
firaudulentlv  conveyed  and  locked  up,  entered  the  ssdd  close,  in  order  to  seize  and 
*take  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent  so  due,  and 
did  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  and  within  thirty  days  after  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
had  been  so  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  seize  them  as  a  distress  for  uie  said  arrears  of 
rent ;  and  that,  because  on  that  occasion  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  pot  and 
kept  in  the  close  locked  up,  so  as  to  prevent  them  irom  being  seized  as  a  distress  for 
the  said  arrears  of  rent,  and  so  that  me  defendant  could  not,  without  breaking  open 
and  entering  the  said  close  seize  the  said  goods,  the  defendant  was  obliged  and  did 
in  order  to  seize  the  said  goods,  first  caUing  to  his  assistance  the  constable  of  the 
place  where  the  said  close  and  goods  were,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute,  and 
with  his  aid  and  assistance,  in  the  day  time  break  open  and  enter  the  said  clo^,  in 
order  to  seize  the  said  good  and  chattels  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  according  to 
the  statute ;  and  that  the  defendant  in  so  doing  did  no  unnecessary  dajnage,  &c. :  — 

Held,  first,  that  although  it  was  stated  in  the  plea  that  the  goods  were  the  tenant's  at 
the  time  of  the  removal,  it  admitted  them  to  be  the  plaintiff's  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure,  as  averred  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore,  that  the  plea  was  not  objection- 
able in  form,  as  amounting  to  an  argumentative  traverse,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
trespass  they  were  the  goods  of  the  pkdntiff.     Williams  v.  Roberts,  482. 

5.  Held,  secondly,  that  the  plea  afforded  a  good  prima  fade  defence  to  the  action 
within  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  a  plea  framed  under  this 
statute,  to  show  that  the  goods  have  not  been  made  the  subject  of  a  bona  fide  sale  to 
persons  not  privy  to  the  fraudulent  removal,  as  provided  by  the  2d  section ;  that  fiurt 
must  be  repued.    lb. 

6.  It  is  also  unnecessary  to  state  in  the  pica,  that  the  party  upon  whose  land  the  |!oods 
are  seized  is  privy  to  the  fraud ;  and  a  previous  request  is  unnecessary,  in  order  to 
give  the  landlord  the  right  to  break  into  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  seizing  the 
goods.    lb, 

7.  Pleading."]  To  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plaintiff's  house 
and  seizmg  his  goods,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  one  Thomas  held  a  nouse  as  temmt 
to  one  Payne,  at  a  certain  rent ;  that'  the  rent  was  in  arrear ;  that  the  said  goods, 
being  the  goods  of  Thomas,  were  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  by  him 
from  his  house  to  prevent  a  distress,  and  were,  with  the  plaintiff's  consent,  placed 
in  the  plaintiff's  house ;  whereupon  the  defendant,  as  bauiff  of  Payne,  and  by  his 
command,  seized  the  goods  as  a  distress. 

Replication,  that  the  said  goods  were  not  the  goods  of  Thomas,  nor  were  they  fraudu- 
lently and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  by  Thomas  to  prevent  a  distress.  SemUe, 
that  the  replication  was  not  open  to  the  ol^cction  of  multifariousness,  but  that  it 
a  good  answer  to  the  plea.     Thomas  v.  }Vatkins,  489. 
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Bee  Landlord  and  Tenant.    RE]^LETIN. 

DISTRINGAS. 
*   See  Sheriff. 

DISSOLUTION. 

Of  a  Company — no  bar  to  an  Action.'] 

See  Railways. 

DIVORCE. 
See  Pleading. 


DOCUMENTS. 
Inspection  ofJ] 

See  Inspection  of  Docuhents. 

DOMICIL. 
See  Pleading* 

DOWER. 
See  Legacy  Bower. 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  Amendment,']  The  declaration  in  ejectment  stated  a  joint  demise  by  H.  and  M, 
his  wife.    Proof  that  H.  was  devisee  in  trust  for  the  sole  use  of  M. :  — 

Held,  that  the  judge  had  no  power  under  the  8  &  4  WiU.  4,  c.  42,  s.  23,  to  amend  the 
record  by  stnking  out  the  name  of  M.  in  the  demise.     Wilton  v.  Beckj  255. 

1.  Variance  J^  SemUe,  (per  Maule,  J.)  That  the  variance  was  in  a  particular  material 
to  the  merits.    lb. 

ELECTION. 
0/  Remedies.] 

See  Action  on  the  Case. 

1.  Signature  by  Initials.]  Where  at  an  election  of  councillors  for  a  borough,  the  voting 
paper  is  signed  with  the  surname  and  the  initial  of  the  christian  name  of  the  burgess 
voting,  it  IS  a  sufficient  compliance  with  section  32  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76.  JU- 
gina  v.  Avery,  86. 

2.  Description  of  Qualifcation.]  The  voting  paper  described  the  property  in  respect 
of  which  a  burgess  voted,  as  "  Pilton  Street  He  was  described  in  the  burgess  roll 
as  "  of  Pilton,"  and  his  qualifying  property  "  House,  in  the  Street"    It  appeared  in 

•r-evidence  that  Pilton  consisted  of  only  one  main  street,  which  was  callea  "  Pilton 

Street,"  or  "  the  Street,"  indiscriminately :  — 
Held,  that  the  voting  paper  was  sufficient    lb. 

3.  Voters  —  Objections  —  6  §  7  Vict  c.  18.]  The  respondent,  claiming  a  vote  for  the 
city  of  C,  received  a  notice  of  objection  from  the  appellant,  who  described  himself 
therein  as  '*  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  C."  It  appeared  that  besMes  the 
list  of  freemen  for  the  city  entitled  to  vote  for  members  of  parliament,  there  was  a 
list  called  the  Freemen's  Roll,  kept  for  municipal  purposes : — 
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Held^  that  the  revising  barrister  was  risht  in  deciding  that  the  notice  was  soffident, 
under  the  17th  section  of  the  6  &  7  Vict  c.  18,  as  affinning  that  the  objeciar  was 
on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote.  Dissentisnte,  Maule,  J.  Feddan  ▼.  Scop- 
yers,  256. 

4.  County  Vote  — 40.?.  Freehold."]  The  appellant  churned,  with  twenty-nine  other  per- 
sons, to  vote  in  respect  of  certain  freehold  premises  which  were  let  at  a  gross  rent 
Daring  the  six  preceeding  years  the  landlords  had  voluntarily  paid  for  repairs :  — 

Held  J  that  the  question  whether  the  annual  value  of  the  freehold  was  reduced  by  such 

Eavments  below  60/.,  depended  ujjon  the  rent  which  could  be  obtained  if  the  tenant 
ad  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair ;  and  that  the  revising  barrister,  haviog  fbund 
that  the  rent  which  could  be  obtained  in  that  case  would  be  less  than  60/.,  the  several 
persons  in  whom  the  freehold  was  vested  were  not  entitled  to  vote.  Hamilton  v. 
Bass,  264. 


5.  Form  of  Notice  of  Objection.]  The  7th  section  of  6  Vict  c.  18,  requires  that  a 
notice  in  the  form  set  out  in  schedule  A.  annexed  thereto,  or  to  the'  like  effect, 
should  be  served  upon  the  person  whose  vote  is  intended  to  be  objected  to :  — 

Held,  that  a  notice  in  the  following  terms,  "  Take  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  name 
being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St  Thomas,  New  Sanim,  in  the 
southern  division  of  the  county  of  Wilts,"  was  sufficient  notice  to  a  person  that  his 
vote  for  the  county  would  be  objected  to.    Lambert  v.  Overseers  of  St.  Thomas,  267. 

6.  8  S*  9  Vict.  c.  6.]  The  8  &  9  Vict  c.  6,  an  Allotment  Act,  empowers  deputies 
appointed  under  its  provisions  to  make  small  allotments  of  land  to  re^dent  freemen 
of  L.,  to  be  held  by  them  so  long  as  they  shall  be  willing  to  hold  the  same,  and  pay 
the  rent,  and  conform  to  certain  regulations.  All  the  land  is  vested  in  the  deputies 
as  trustees ;  and  they  have  the  power  to  sell  with  the  concurrence  of  a  majority  of  a 
meeting  of  freemen  occupiers :  — 

Held,  that  the  allottees  have  freehold  estates  which  entitle  them  to  vote  for  members  of 
parliament,  as  their  estate  may  continue  for  life,  and  is  not  determinable  on  the  mere 
yill  of  the  grantors.    Beeson  v.  Burton,  276. 

7.  Vote  for  Borough."]  By  11  &  12  Vict  c.  90,  no  person  is  entitled  to  be  legBtered 
as  a  voter,  unless,  on  or  before  the  20th  July,  he  shall  have  paid  all  assessed  taxes 
which  have  become  payable  by  him  previous  to  the  5th  January  preceding.  By  the 
43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23,  the  assessed  taxes  are  payable,  and  are  to  be  paid  quarteriy 
on  the  20th  of  July,  the  20th  of  September,  the  20th  of  December,  and  the  20th  of 

'  MarcL  By  the  48  Geo.  3,  c.  141,  s.  1,  the  collectors  are  directed  to  collect  the 
assessed  taxes,  in  equal  moieties,  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  10th  of  October 
and  the  5th  of  April ;  but  with  a  proviso  that  nothing  therein  contained  shaQ  be 
construed  to  alter  the  time  when  tne  duties  are  made  payable  by  the  previous  act 
The  quarter's  house  tax  due  from  the  appellant  on  the  20th  of  December  was  not 
demanded  till  the  11th  of  April  following,  and  he  did  not  pay  it  before  the  20th  of 
July :  — 
Held,  that  the  quarter's  assessed  taxes,  which,  by  the  43  Geo.  3,  c.  161,  s.  23,  became 
payable  on  the  20th  of  December,  are  taxes  which,  in  the  language  of  the  11  &  12 
Vict  c.  90,  have  become  payable  before  the  succeeding  5th  of  January,  although  no 
demand  for  payment  had  been  previously  made ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  appellant 
was  not  entitled  to  be  placed  on  the  register.     Ford  v.  Smedky,  280. 

8.  Parliament —  Borough  Franchise,]  The  appellant  claimed  to  vote  in  respect  of  the 
occupation  of  premises  described  as  a  *^  house  and  garden,"  and  held  under  the  same 
landlord,  at  one  entire  rent  The  house  alone  would  not  let  for  lOLy  and  the  gar^ 
den  was  separated  from  it  by  waste  land  and  a  row  of  buildings :  — 

Held,tliSLt  the  word  "  therewith,"  in  the  27th  section  of  the  Reform  Act  had  reference 
to  time  and  not  to  locality,  and  that,  therefore,  the  circumstance  of  the  garden  beins 
separate  from  the  house  did  not  invalidate  the  qualification,  as  the  house  alone  would 
not  have  let  for  10/.     Collins  v.  Thomas,  284. 

9.  Mortgage  —  Countp  Registration.]  Mortgage  interest  may  be  apportioned  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaming  whether  the  freehola  is  of  the  annual  value  of  40$.  above  all 
chargj^ ;  and,  therefore,  a  freeholder  is  entitled  to  be  registered  as  a  voter  for  the 
county  in  respect  of  freehold  land  in  the  county  of  the  annual  value  of  5/.  althou^ 
such  land  is,  with  other  land,  of  the  annual  value  q£  50/.,  subject  to  a  mortgage  ror 
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800/.,  the  interest  of  which  is  15/.  a  year.    Moore  v.  llie  Overseers  of  Carishrocke^ 
295. 

10.  County  Vote  —  Rent  Charge.']  The  owner  of  freehold  land,  on  which  was  a  rent- 
charge  granted  a  part  of  it  m  fee,  subject  to  a  certain  proportion  of  the  rent-charge. 
The  conveyance  contain«d  covenants  by  the  grantor  to  pay,  and  to  indemnify  the 
grantee  against  the  remainder;  there  was  also* a  power  of  distress  to  the  grantee 
over  the  residue  of  the  land  in  case  he  were  compelled  to  pay  more  than  his  propor- 
tion. The  rent-charge  was  thus  &irly  apportioned,  and  the  residue  of  the  land  was 
sufficient  to  meet  its  proportion :  — 

Held^  that  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  ^ntee's  land  with  reference  to  the  county 
franchise,  the  apportioned  part  only  of  tue  rent-charge  was  to  be  deducted  from  the 
annual  value  ;  for  that  the  **  charges  "  to  be  deducted,  under  the  8  Hen.  6,  c.  7,  and 
the  subsequent  statutes,  were  such  as  were  ultimately  payable  out  of  the  land,  and 
not  what  were  primarily  charged  upon  it    Barrow  v.  Buckmasterj  299. 

11.  Senible,  that  in  the  absence  of  the  covenant  of  indemnity  and  power  of  distress,  the 
same  deduction  only  would  be  made,  the  rent-charge  being  apportionable,  at  least  in 
Equity.    lb. 

12.  Burgess — Paying  Scot  and  Lot,"]  A,  a  freeman  of  the  borough  of  Shrewsbury 
paying  scot  and  lo^  for  upwards  of  two  years  last  past,  and  down  to  the  25th  of 
March,  1851,  occupied  and  resided  in  a  house  on  the  Wyle  Cop,  within  the  ancient 
and  present  limito  of  the  borough,  and,  ance  the  25th  of  March,  down  to  and  on  the 
8 1st  of  July,  occupied  and  resided  in  a  house  at  Coton  Hill,  without  the  ancient  but 
within  the  present  limits  of  the  borough.  The  revisinjg  barrister  holding  him  to 
be  disqufidi&d  by  the  2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  s.  32,  expunged  his  name  from  the  list  of  free- 
men voters :  — 

The  court,  without  heaxing  any  argument  (the  counsel  for  the  respondent  admitting 
that  he  could  not  support  it,)  reversed  the  decision.    Jarvis  v.  Peele,  323. 


ENGINEER. 
Duty  of.']  , 

See  Bailwats. 
Contract  to  pay.] 

See  Railways. 


EQUITY. 
Relief  in.] 

See  Joint-Stock  Company. 

See  FRiEjn)LY  Societies  Act. 


Meaning  of  the  Word.] 


ESTATE. 
See  Will. 

ESTOPPEL. 
See  Fraud. 

ESTREAT. 
See  Regoonizakce. 

EVIDENCE. 

1«    Of  Acceptance  of  BUI  of  Exchange.]    The  bare  production  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, with  formal  proof  of  the  writing  to  the  acceptance,  is  primd  facie  evidence 
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that  the  bill  was  accepted  during  its  currency,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  of  ^le 
date  it  bears,  such  being  the  regular  and  usual  course  of  badness.  What  is  a  rea- 
sonable time  depends  on  the  relative  places  of  abode  of  the  parties  to  the  bilL  Hob' 
erts  V.  Bethellf  218. 

2.  Trespass  —  Duration  of  Tenancy.]  In  an  action  of  trespass,  where  the  pkuntiff 
proves  by  parol  that  he  occupies  the  premises  under  a  written  agreement  from  W~ 
and  the  defendant  produces  a  lease  from  W.,  made  and  taking  effect  about  the  time 
of  the  acts  complidned  of  as  trespasses ;  in  order  to  entitle  hun  to  more  than  nomi- 
nal damages,  the  plaintiff  must  show  the  duration  of  his  interest,  which  he  can  only 
do  by  the  written  instrument     Twyman  y.  Knowles,  318. 

3.  Contradicting  a  Witness,']  The  defendant  being  sued  as  executor  of  A,  in  respect 
of  a  promissory  note,  purporting  to  be  agned  by  A  and  B,  but  alleged  by  the  defend- 
ant to  be  forged,  stated,  in  cross-examination,  that  he  had  not  heard  B  admit  having 
signed  the  note  : — 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  liberty  to  contradict  the  defendant  by  showing  that 
the  latter  had  heard  B  make  the  admission.    Palmer  v.  Trower,  470. 

4.  Stamp  —  Fraud —  Trotting  Match.']  On  the  trial  of  an  action  against  the  stake- 
holder to  a  trotting  match,  oy  the  party  whose  horse  was  defeated,  to  recover  hack 
his  stake,  the  plaintiff  first  put  his  case  on  the  ground  that  the  race  was  an  illegal 
one ;  and  on  tnis  being  overruled,  set  up  that  he  had  been  induced  by  fraud  to  enter 
into  the  match,  the  horse  which  ran  against  his  having  been  a  different  horse  from 
the  one  he  purported  to  be,  and  di^uised  by  paint  to  represent  him :  — 

Heldj  that  in  order  to  prove  this  fraud,  the  articles  of  agreement  for  the  match  were 
receivable  in  evidence  without  a  stamp.    Holmes  v.  Sixsmith,  517. 

Of  Marriage.] 

See  Makriaoe. 

Of  InfiringemenL] 

See  Patent. 

Of  Infancy.]  * 

See  Infancy. 

See  Trespass.   Will.    Witness. 


EXAMINATION. 
Of  WUness.] 

See  Witness. 


EXECUTION. 

See  Costs.  • 

Writ  of] 

See  Judgment 

EXECUTORS. 

1.  Set-off.]  Where  a  defendant  is  sued  as  executor  for  a  debt  which  accrued  due  from 
his  testator  during  his  lifetime,  he  mav  set  off  a  debt  which  has  accrued  due  from 
the  plaintiff  to  him  as  executor  since  the  death  of  his  testator.  WardaU  v.  TAeUtu- 
son,  74. 

2.  Such  debts  are  mutual,  and  due  in  the  same  right,  within  the  meaning  of  the  2  Gea 
2,  c.  22 ;  the  second  clause  of  which,  authorizing  the  setroff  against  an  executor  of 
debts  due  from  the  testator,  does  not  limit  the  operation  of  the  preceding  clause,  lb. 

See  Administration.    Bail. 
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EXECUTOR  DE  SON  TORT. 

What  Constitutes,']  A  person  recemng  money  from  another,  who  is  an  executor  de 
son  tortj  which  he  applies  partly  in  payment  of  a  debt  due  to  himself  from  the  de- 
ceased, and  partly  in  payment  of  funeral  expenses,  returning  a  small  balance  in  his 
hands,  is  not  an  executor  de  son  tort;  but  it  may  be  evidence  thereof  in  connection 
with  other  facts.  Lysley  v.  Clarke,  510. 


FALSE  PRETENCES. 


See  Central  Criminal  Court. 


FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 


See  Trespass. 


What  will  Create.'] 


FEE  SIMPLE. 
See  Will. 


FEES. 
See  Sheriff. 


FELONY. 


Forfeiture  on  ConmctionJ] 


See  Larceny.    LsoAcnr. 


FIAT. 
Issue  of  Fiat  in  Bankruptcy  not  Notice.^ 

See  Bankrupt. 


Levying  of.] 


FINES. 
See  Sheriff. 


Evidence  of] 


FOOT-BRIDGE. 
See  Bridge. 


FOREIGN  LAWS. 


See  Marrlage.    Statute  of  Frauds. 


FOREIGN  ATTACHMENT. 
See  Bail. 
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FORFEITURE. 

See  Legacy. 
Of  Shares  —  By  a  Shareholder."] 

See  JomT-STOcK  Company. 

FORGERY. 

Receipt  —  Uttering.']  Where  the  prisoner  placed  a  forged  receipt  for  poor  rates  in  the 
hands  of  the  prosecutor  for  the  purjpose  of  inspection  only,  in  order,  by  representing 
himself  as  a  person  who  had  paid  ms  rates,  fraudulently  to  induce  the  prosecntor  to 
advance  money  to  a  third  person :  — 

Held  J  that  this  was  an  uttering  within  1.  Will  4,  c.  66,  8. 10.    Regina  ▼.  Ion,  556. 

FORMER  JUDGMENT. 
See  Pleading. 

FRAUD. 

1 .  On  Third  Parties.]  The  Westminster  Lnprovement  CommissionerB  were  authof^ 
ized  by  several  acts  of  parliament  to  borrow  such  sums  of  money  as  diey  shoiral 
think  necessary  for  the  puiposes  of  the  act,  and  to  g|ive  bonds  for  the  same,  and 
which  bonds  were  assignsible.  Li  an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  as  transferee  of  one  of 
such  bonds,  the  condition  of  which  recited  that  the  defendants  had,  in  pUTBuance  of 
the  said  acts,  borrowed  of  one  T.  P.  5,000^.,  for  enabling  them  to  cany  the  said 
acts  into  execution,  the  defendants  pleaded  that  they  did  not  borrow  the  said  som 
of  the  said  T.  P.,  or  any  part  thereof,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  acts,  and  that 
they  were  not  authoril^ed  to  mjdce  the  said  bona,  and  that  the  same  was  made  con- 
trary to  the  provbions  of  the  said  acts,  of  which  the  said  T.  P.  and  the  plaintiff  had 
notice  at  the  time  the  bond  was  made  and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff: — 

Hejd^  upon  general  demurrer  the  plea  was  bad.  Uorton  y.  The  Westminster  Improfse- 
ment  Commissioners^  878. 

« 

2.  The  defendants  also  pleaded,  that  at  and  before  the  bond  was  made,  certain  persoxis, 
namely,  C.  M.  and  W.  M,  were  entitled  to  receive  from  the  defendants,  oertain 
bonds ;  that  the  said  T.  P.  and  others  conspired  fraudulently  to  procure  for  T.  P. 
one  of  the  said  bonds  to  which  the  ^d  C.  M  and  W.  M  were  entitled,  and  that  by 
means  of  such  conspiracy  and  fraud  the^r  procured  the  said  C.  M.  and  W.  M,  to 
authorize  tiie  defendants  to  give  to  the  said  T.  P.  one  of  the  said  bonds  they  were 
so  entided  to;  and  that  tiie  oond  sued  upon  was  thereupon  given  to  T.  P.  by  the 
defendants,  and  that  they  the  defendants  had  never  borrowed  any  sum  of  money 
from  the  said  T.  P.,  of  aU  which  premises  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  to 
him  of  the  said  bond  had  notice :  — 

Held^  bad  on  general  demuirer,  because  the  defendants  could  not  set  up  as  a  defence 
the  fraud  Uiat  had  been  committed  upon  C.  IVL  and  W.  M.,  by  whose  directkMis 
they  had,  in  pursuance  of  their  contract  with  them,  given  the  bond  to  T.  P.    Ih, 

See  Evidence.    Insurance.    Insolvent.    Sale. 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  Sect  4.]  The  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not  make  the  agreements 
thet^in  mentioned  void,  but  only  prevents  their  being  enforced  by  action,  if  tho 
requirements  of  that  section  are  not  complied  with.    Leroux  v.  Brown,  247. 

2.  Contracts  not  to  be  performed  in  a  Year.]  Therefore,  an  action  cannot  be  maintained 
in  this  coimtry  upon  a  parol  agreement,  which  is  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year, 
although  made  in  France,  and  valid  and  enforceable  there,    i  b. 
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3.  Ouaranty —  Correcting  Mistake,']  A.  havine  agreed  to  sell  to  B.  two  parcels  of 
goods,  before  they  were  delivered,  B.  procure?  from  C.  a  letter  as  follows : — "  Upon 
your  handing  me  your  two  drafts  upon  B.  respectively  for  200/.  and  146/.  at  two 
months  from  this  date,  I  undertake  to  get  them  accepted  by  B.,  and  to  see  them 
paid."  This  was  signed  by  C.  The  woods  were  then  delivered,  but  B.  a  few  days 
afterwards  discovered  that  the  goods  diarged  146/.  should  have  been  charged  150/., 
and  drew  two  bills  accordingly  for  200/.  and  150/.  respectively,  which  C.  procured 
B.  to  accept,  and  C.  then  wrote  across  the  guaranty  the  following  woras :  —  **  I 
have  received  the  two  drafts,  one  being  for  150/.  instead  of  146/.7tnere  being  an 
error  in  the  invoice  of  4/.  both  accepted  oy  B."  Under  this  the  plaintiff  sign^  his 
own  name :  — 

Heldf  that  this  was  rightly  described  as  an  undertaking  by  C.  to  see  the  two  bills  of 
200/.  and  150/.  respectively  paid  by  B.,  and  that  it  was  sufficiently  signed  within 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.    bIuck  v.  Oompertz,  845. 

4.  Interest  in  Lands,"]  In  an  action  to  recover  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  plaintiff 
in  investigating  the  defendant's  title  to  mortgage  certain  lands,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  defendant's  title  had  turned  out  to  be  defective,  the  declaration  stated,  that,  in 
consideration  the  plaintiff  would  advance  2,000/.  upjon  the  security  of  a  mortgage  of 
the  land,  upon  the  defendant's  making  out  a  good  title  to  mortgage  the  said  unds  to 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  promised  3ie  plaintiff  to  pay  hun  the  expenses  to  which 
he  mi^ht  be  .subjected  in  case  the  loan  should  go  off  by  reason  of  the  defendant 
changmg  his  views  or  of  the  defectiveness  of  the  defendant's  title.  The  evidence 
of  the  defendant's  title  was  as  follows: — The  defendant,  shortly  before  the  agree- 
ment with  the  phuntiff,  had  contracted  to  purchase  the  premises  of  one  W.  E.,  who 
claimed  as  heir  at  law  ex  forte  matemd  to  one  B.  H.,  the  person  last  seised.  J.  H., 
the  father  of  B.  H.,  mamed  £.  £.,  and  died  in  1787,  agea  59,  and  devised  the  pro- 
perty to  his  son  B.  H.  and  his  two  daughters,  and  after  their  death,  to  B.  H.  in  fee. 
The  daughters  both  died  unmarried,  oefore  B.  H.,  who  died  a  bachelor,  in  1839. 
In  order  to  negative  the  existence  of  any  heirs  ex  parte  patemd,  depositions  in  a 
chancery  suit  otE.  v.  E.  in  1843,  had  been  forwarded  to  the  plaintiff,  m  which  the 
deponents  stated  that  thej  were  well  acquainted  with  B.  H.,  wno  had  told  them  tha^ 
<•  he  had  no  relation  left."  And  the  deponents  stated,  i!hat  they  believed  B.  H.  haoF 
no  relation  left,  on  his  father^s  side,  livmff  at  the  time  of  his  death.  It  farther  ap- 
peared that  two  issues  had  been  directed  in  the  same  suit,  in  which  both  parties 
claimed  the  property  as  heir  to  B.  H.,  ex  parte  matemd^  and  that  the  jury  had  found 
upon  two  occasions  (the  cause  having  been  tried  twice,)  first,  that  B.  H.  did  not 
leave  any  heir  ex  parte  patemd ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  (W. 
£.  from  whom  the  aefendant  claimed)  was  the  heir  at  law  of  B.  H.  ex  parte  matemd. 
'A  statutory  declaration  had  also  been  furnished  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which  the  dedarant 
stated,  that  B.  H.  and  his  sisters  had  told  him,  on  several  occarions,  that  they  had  no 
relations  whatever  on  their  father^s  side,  and  that  they  had  often  heard  their  father 
declare  that  he  had  no  relations  whatever,  but  that  he  was  the  last  of  his  family :  — 

Held,  first,  that  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  was  not  witl^ 
in  the  4th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.    Jeakes  v.  White,  350. 

5.  And,  secondly,  per  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Aldebsox,  B.,  and  Platt,  B.,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  not  made  out  a  good  title  to  the  land ;  for  that  by  ^  a  good  title  "  was 
to  be  understood  such  a  title  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  adopt  as  a  sufiicient 
ground  for  compelling  specific  performance,  and  such  a  title  as  would  be  a  good 
answer  to  an  action  of  ejectment  by  any  claimant.  lb.  Martha,  B.,  held  that  it 
was  sufficient  to  establish  a  legal  title  in  point  of  fact.    lb. 

FREIGHT. 
Action  for.] 
>  See  Ships  and  Smppma. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES  ACT. 

County  Court — Jurisdiction — Arbitration.]  By  the  32d  rule  of  a  friendly  society 
established  in  1836,  it  was  provided  that  if  any  dispute  should  arise  between  any 
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officers  of  the  society,  or  between  any  other  members  and  any  officer,  it  sihonld 
first  be  referred  to  the  committee,  and  if  their  decision  should  not  be  satisfiKHorr, 
then  to  arbitrators,  pursuant  to  the  10  Geo.  4,  c  56,  s.  27.  In  1839,  a  reserved 
fbnd,  consisting  of  subscriptions,  was  established,  and  was  regulated  by  a  new  mk, 
called  the  88th  rule,  which  proyided  that  every  dispute  should  be  referred  to  arbi- 
tration in  the  manner  provided  by  the  rule  of  the  society.  In  1850,  this  rale  was 
expui^^.  The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  18  &  14  Vict  c  115,  s.  22,  enacts  that  if 
any  dilute  shall  arise  between  the  members  or  person  claiming  under  or  on  accoimt 
of  any  member  of  any  society  established  under  this  act  and  the  trosteea,  &g.,  or 
committee,  it  shall  be  settled  as  .the  rules  of  the  society  shall  direct ;  but  if  the  dis- 
pute be  such  that,  for  the  settlement  of  it,  recourse  must  be  had  to  a  court  of 
equity,  it  may  be  referred  to  the  judfi;e  of  the  county  court  An  action  having 
been  brought  in  the  county  court  by  the  committee  of  the  society  against  the  tms- 
tees  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  reserved  fund :  — 
Heldj  that  this  was  a  dispute  provided  for  by  the  27th  section  of  the  13  &  14  Vict 
^0.115,  and  that  it  mi^nt  be  referred  to  arbitration  under  the  S2d  rule  of  the  sodeCv; 
that  it  was  not  a  dispute  requiring  to  be  settled  b^  a  court  of  equity ;  that  the 
ooun^  court,  therefore,  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  a  wnt  of  prohibition  oi^ht  to  be 
awarded.    Grinham  v.  Card,  896. 


When  a  Yearly  Ebring,'] 

GENERAL  HIRING. 
See  Tenant. 

GOIT. 

See  Deed. 

« 

GOVERNESS. 

Nat  aServanL^ 

Se6  Sbbyant. 

GROSS  NEGLIGENCE. 

See  Cohmon-Cabbiers.  • 

GROWING  CROPS. 

See  Sale. 

GUARANTY. 

A.  havinff  agreed  to  sell  B.  two  parcels  of  goods,  before  they  were  delivered,  B.  pro- 
cured nt>m  C.  a  letter  as  follows :  —  "  Upon  your  handing  me  your  two  draits  upon 
B.  respectively  for  2002.  and  1462.  at  two  months  from  this  date,  I  undertake  to  get 
them  accepted  by  B.,  and  to  see  them  paid."  This  was  signed  by  C.  The  goods 
were  then  delivered,  but  B.,  a  few  days  aflerwards  discovered  that  the  goods  chaiged 
146/.  should  have  been  chained  150l  and  drew  two  bills  accordingly  for  200t  and 
IbOl  respectii^lv,  which  C.  procured  B.  to  accept,  and  C.  dien  wrote  across  the 
guaranty  the  foUowine  words :  —  "I  have  received  the  two  drafts,  one  being  for 
1502.  instead  of  146/.,  there  being  an  error  in  the  invoice  of  4/.,  both  accepted  by  B." 
Under  this  the  plaintiff  signed  his  own  name :  — 

Heldj  that  this  was  rightly  described  as  an  undertaking  by  C.  to  see  the  two  bills  of 
2002.  and  15021  respectively  paid  by  B.,  and  that  it  was  sufficiently  ngned  witUn 
the  Statute  of  Frauds.    Bluch  v.  QornpertZf  345. 
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Proceedings  inJ} 


See  Insurance. 

HIGHWAY  RATES. 
See  Bates. 

HOUSE  OP  LORDS. 
See  Appeal. 

HOUSE-BREAKING. 

■ 

See  B0BGLABT. 

.     HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

A  wife  can  not  be  convicted  of  feloniouslj  receiving  from  her  hnsband  goods  stolen 
by  faim.    Eegina  v.  Brooks^  580. 

See  Pleading. 

IDEM  SONANS. 

See  Name. 

IDIOCY. 
See  Will. 

ILLEGALITY. 

See   CONTBACT. 

IMPLEMENTS. 

See  B0BGLABY. 

IMPLIED  COVENANT. 
See  Covenant. 

INDICTMENT. 

Arrezt  of  Judgment,']  Afler  a  atatate  has  been  repealed  it  cannot  be  acted  upon  in 
respect  of  a  proceeding  under  it,  commenced  before  its  repeal,  and  in  this  respect 
there  is  no  valid  distinction  between  matters  of  form  and  substance.  Where,  there- 
fore, between  the  finding  of  an  indictment  for  non-repair  of  a  road  and  plea  pleaded, 
the  statute  upon  which  done  the  indictment  could  be  sup^rted,  was  repealed,  and 
afterwards  the  indictment  was  proceeded  with  and  a  conviction  obtainea,  the  court 
arrested  the  judgment    Regina  ▼.  The  Inhabitants  of  Denton,  124. 


Of  Contract'] 


Of  Howe-Breaking.'] 


632  INDEX. 


Common  Law. 


Misdescription^] 

•  See  BURGLABT. 

Removal  of  to  C,  C,  Court.'] 

See  Central  Criminal  Court. 
Removal  of .] 

See  Recognizai^ce. 


INFANCY. 

• 

Evidence  of.]  Action  by  indorsee  against  acceptor  of  a  bill  at  four  mondis'  date. 
Pleas,  that  the  defendant  did  not  accept,  and  that  he  was  an  infimt  when  he  accept- 
ed. Proof,  that  the  acceptance  to  the  bill  was  the  defendant's  writing,  that  he  came 
of  age  one  day  before  the  maturity  of  the  bill,  and  resided  m  the  same  town  as  the 
drawer  and  indorser : — 

Heldf  evidence  for  the  jui^,  from  which  they  might  infer  that  the  bill  was  accepted 
during  the  defendant's  minority.    Roberts  y.  Bethelly  218. 

INFORMATION. 
See^  Criminal  Information. 


INFRINGEMENT. 
See  Patent. 

INSANITY. 

Evidence  of.] 

See  Will. 


INSOLVENT  BANKS. 
BiUsof] 

See  Assumpsit. 


INSOLVENT. 

1.  Discharge  jmthout  Adjudication.]  Where  an  insolvent,  who  has  petitioned  for  his 
discharge  under  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  is  dischaiged  out  of  custody  by  the  default 
or  consent  of  his  detaining  creditor,  without  any  adjudication  bdng  made :  — 

Held,  by  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  and  Coleridge,  J.,  (affirming  Grange  t.  TridxU^ 
21  Law  J.  Rep.  (n.  s.)  Q.  B.  26 ;  s.  c.  7  Eng.  Rep.  4 SI,)  that  upon  such  dischaise 
the  vesting  order  becomes  void,  and  that  the  property  which  had  passed  to  the 
assignees  under  it  revests  in  the  insolvents    Kemott  v.  PilHSf  77. 

2.  Vesting  Order.]  Held,  by  Earle,  J.,  that  the  vesting  order  continues  in  force,  not- 
withstanding such  discharge,  until  made  null  by  the  Insolvent  Court    lb. 

3.  1  ^  2  Vict.  c.  110.]  Section  44  of  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  provides  that,  in  case  any 
prisoner  as  to  whose  estates  and  effects  any  vesting  order  shall  have  been  made, 
shall,  hy  the  consetit  or  default  of  his  detaining  creditor,  be  discharged  out  of  cus- 
tody without  any  adjudication  being  made,  in  such  case  no  action  shall  oe  commenced 
a^sonst  the  provisional  assignee,  nor  against  any  person  duly  acting  under  his  autho- 
rity, except  to  recover  any  property,  &c.,  of  such  prisoner  detained  after  an  order 
made  by  the  Insolvent  Court  for  the  delivery  thereof  and  demand  made  thereupon. 
To  an  action  of  detinue,  the  plea  stated  proceedings  in  the  Insolvent  Court  and  the 
making  of  a  vesting  order,  whereby  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  declaratioa 
mentioned,  became  vested  in  S.  S.,  the  provisional  assipiee ;  and  alleged  that  the 
defendant,  as  the  servant  and  by  the  authority  of  the  said  S.  S.,  so  being  such  pro- 
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Tifflonal  assignee  after  the  making  of  the  said  vesting  order,  detained  the  mid  goods 
in  the  declaration  mentioned.  The  replication  alleged  that,  before  the  defendant 
detained  the  said  goods,  the  plaintiff  was  discharged  out  of  custody  by  the  default 
of  his  detaining  creditor,  without  any  adjudication  being  made  by  the  court,  and 
that  the  defendant  did  not  detain  the  said  goods  by  virtue  of  any  order,  authority,  or 
command  of  the  said  S.  S.  made  or  ^ven  to  the  defendant  before  the  plaintif*  was 
so  di^harged  as  aforesaid.  On  special  demurrer  to  the  replication :  — 
Heldf  that  it  admitted  that  the  goods  were  detained  by  the  defendant  under  the  author- 
ity of  S.  S.  given  afler  the  plaintiff's  discharge,  but  before  any  order  of  the  Insol- 
vent Court  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods ;  and  that,  even  supposing  on  the  discharge 
without  adjudication,  the  property  revested  in  the  insolvent,  the  plea  was  an  answer 
to  the  action.    lb, 

4.  Pleading,]  Hetdy  also,  that  the  allegation  in  the  plea,  that  the  defendant,  detained 
by  the  authority  of  the  provisional  assignee,  was  not  premature,  and  migbt  have 
been  traversed  by  the  replication,    lb. 

5.  Void  Conveyance — Intention  to  Petition.']  A  tenant  being  indebted  to  his  land- 
lord for  rent,  and  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  proposed  to  and  executed  to  the 
defendant,  in  April,  1850,  a  bill  of  sale  of  his  £Euining  stock  and  furniture ;  and  in 
June,  1851,  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court  for  protection  from  process.  The  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  96,  s.  19,  after  makine  void  certain  voluntary  convevances  by  parties  in 
insolvent  circumstances,  provi&s,  that  no  such  conveyance  shall  be  deemed  void  if 
made  prior  to  three  montns  before  filing  the  petition,  and  not  with  the  view  or  in- 
tention by  the  par(^  so  conveying  of  petitionmg  the  court  for  protection  from  pro- 
cess. The  judse  directed  the  jur^  to  consider  whether  the  insolvent  executed  the 
bill  of  sale  with  the  view  or  intention  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court  for  protec- 
tion at  any  time  when  he  might  apprehend  proceedings  would  be  or  were  taken 
against  him :  — r 

Heldy  that  this  was  a  misdirectia4k  the  question  being,  not  whether  the  insolvent  had 
a  general  intention  at  some  future  time  of  petitioning  the  Insolvent  Court,  but  whe- 
ther he  had  the  present  intention  of  so  doing.     Thoyts  v.  Hobbsy  421. 

$.  Hehearina  of  Case.]  The  Court  for  tbe  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  rehear  the  case  of  an  insolvent  who  has  been  dischaiged  by  the  juoge  of  a 
county  court  under  the  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  102,  s.  2.    PhUUppSf  ex  parte,  84. 

7.  SemUe,  that  the  judge  of  the  County  Court  has  power  to  rebear  the  case.    lb. 

8.  Right  to  Sue.']A.n  insolvent  wbo  has  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Court  for  his  discham 
under  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  may  sue  for  a  debt  which  accrues  due  to  him  afler  £e 
vesting  order,  and  before  his  final  discharge,  unless  the  provisional  assignee  interfere. 
Jackson  v.  Bumham,  447. 

9.  Herdht  v.  Sayer,  5  Q.  B.  Rep.  965,  affirmed.    lb. 

INSPECTION  OF  DOCUMENTS. 

1.  14  $*  15  Viet,  c,  99.]  The  14  &  15  Yict  c.  99,  s.  6,  has  not  given  to  courts  of  com- 
mon law  a  power  to  compel  a  discovery,  by  a  bill  or  analogous  proceeding — the 
only  power  given  to  them  oy  it,  is  to  allow  an  inspection  by  one  litigant  party,  of 
documents  in  the  custody  or  under  the  control  of  the  other  litigant  party,  witn  the 
restrictions  or  limitatons  pointed  out  in  that  section.    Hunt  v.  Sewitt,  518. 

2.  Jurisdiction.']  The  14  &  15  Tlct  c.  99,  s.  6,  has  not  taken  away  the  jurisdiction  pre- 
viously possessed  by  courts  of  common  law,  to  order  the  inspection  and  copy  of  docu- 
ments in  the  hands  of  an  adverse  party.    lb. 


S.  Affidavit.]  Under  the  14  &  15  Yict  c.  99,  s.  6,  where  an  inspection  is  litigated,  the 
party  applying  for  it  must  show  by  affidavit  that  an  action  or  other  proceeding  is 
pending,  and  also  circimistances  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  court  or  jud^e,  that  there 
are  in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of  the  opposite  party  certam  documents 
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relating  to  sach  action,  &c  -r-Aprimd  facie  case  caQing  for  an  answer,  moat  at  kiit 
be  stated  in  this  respect    lb. 

4.  Practice,"]  Fnrtlier,  as  the  party  makinff  such  application  is  in  the  same  dtnaticm  as  a 
plaintiff  in  a  court  of  equity,  he  must  snow — nrst,  what  is  the  natore  of  Hie^  soit, 
and  of  the  question  to  be  tned  in  it,  and  it  seems,  also,  that  he  should  depose  in  his 
affidavit  to  his  haying  just  grounds  to  maintain  or  defend  it ;  secondly,  tne  affidavit 
ought  to  state,  with  sid£cient  distinctness,  the  reason  of  the  application,  and  the  na- 
ture of  the  documents,  in  order  that  it  may  appear  to  the  court  or  jud^  that  the 
documents  are  asked  in  order  to  enable  the  party  applying  to  support  his  case,  not 
to  find  a  flaw  in  the  case  of  tiie  opponent,  and  also  that  the  opponent  may  admit  or 
deny  the  possession  of  them.    lb, 

5.  To  this  aflidavit  the  opponent  may  answer,  by  swearing  that  he  has  no  sack  doni- 
ments,  or  that  they  relate  exdusively  to  his  own  case,  or  that  he  is  for  any  sofficieDt 
reason  privileged  from  producing  them — or  he  may  show  on  affidavit  that  the  part 
concealed  does  not  in  any  way  rehUe  to  the  plaintiff's  case.    Ih. 

INSPECTION. 
Of  a  Machine^  Under  15  jr  16  Fid.  c  83.] 

See  Patbnt. 

INSURANCE. 

Policy  —  StatemerU — Warranty,']  An  assurance  company  effected  a  policy  with  a 
literary  institution,  to  guarantee,  to  a  certain  amount,  against  loss  wnich  mi^  be 
occasioned  by  the  want  of  integrity,  honestv,  or  fidelity  of  one  R.  W.,  in  his  em- 
ployment as  secretary  to  the  institution.  Tne  basis  of  the  contract  was  alleged  ta 
be  a  certain  statement  in  writing,  by  the  treasuropof  the  institution,  lodged  at  the 
office  of  the  company,  containing  a  declaration  of  tne  truth  of  the  answers  to  certain 
questions.  There  was  likewise  a  proviso,  that  any  firaudulent  misstatement  or  rap- 
pression  in  that  declaration  should  render  the  policy  void  from  the  beginning.  The 
statement  referred  to,  contained,  inter  o/io,  the  following  questions  and  answers : — 
First,  *'  Is  the  applicant  at  present  in  your  employment,  and  if  so  in  what  capacity, 
and  has  he  hithertoperformed  the  duties  of  his  situation  fiuthfully  and  to  your  satis- 

&ction  ?  "    A.    "  He  is  secretary  to  the Literary  Institution."    Secondlr,  **  Is 

the  applicant  personally  known  to  you,  or  any  of  your  firm,  or  by  whom  has  he 
been  mtroduced  or  recommended  to  vou  ?  "  A.  ^  Only  as  above."  jHiirdly,  **!& 
what  capacity  do  vou  intend  to  employ  the  applicant ;  and  with  reference  \o  this 

Suestion  state,  as  w  as  circumstances  will  permit  (a)  the  natore  of  his  intended 
uties  and  responsibilities  ?  "  A,  (a)  "  He  is  secretary  of  the Literary  Insti- 
tution of  which  I  am  treasurer."  (c)  **  The  checks  which  will  be  used  to  secure 
accuracy  in  his  accounts,  and  when  and  how  often  they  will  be  balaneed,  and 
closed?"  A.  (o)  "Examined  by  finance  committee  every  fortnight"  (d)  "  The 
salary  or  emolument,  and  when  it  will  be  pidd  to  lum,  and  how  and  when  it  will  be 
paid  ?  "  A.  (d)  "  SOL  a  year  at  present :  *— 
Seldj  that  the  statement  tJbat  the  accounts  of  R.  W.  would  be  examined  once  a  fiart- 
night  by  the  finance  committee  of  the  institution  did  not  amount  to  a  warranty ;  and 
consequently,  that  an  action  was  maintainable  on  tlie  policy  for  a  loss  occasbnei  by 
his  want  of  integrity  in  the  service  of  the  institution,  although  such  loss  was  ocea> 
sioned  by  their  neglecting  to  examine  his  accounts  in  the  manner  specified  in  the 
policy.    Benham  y.  The  United  Guarantee  and  Life  Assttrance  Company^  524. 

INTEREST. 

See   JXTDOMBITT. 

ISLE  OF  WIGHT. 
See  Bbidgbs. 
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JOINT-STOCK  COMPANY. 

1.  Action  hy  ScripholderJ]  The  deed  of  settlement  of  a  joint-stock  company  com- 
pletely registered  under  the  7  &  8  Vict  c.  110,  was  executed  by  one  fourth  of  the 
shareholders,  and  contained  a  clause  providing  that  the  shares  of  every  subscriber 
who  should  not  execute  the  deed  within  three  months  from  its  date  should  be  for- 
feited, if  the  board  of  directors  thought  fit,  and  that  the  amount  paid  upon  such 
shares  shoidd  become  the  property  of  the  company.  Under  this  clause,  the  shares 
of  a  scripholder  in  the  companvi  who  had  not  applied  to  sign  the  deed  within  three 
months  m)m  its  date,  were  declared  forfeited,  without  any  reasonable  notice  having 
been  given,  and  a  subsequent  application  to  be  allowed  to  sign  was  refused. 

Held  J  in  an  action  for  such  refusal,  and  for  not  causing  a  certificate  of  proprietorship  of 
the  shares  to  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  that  the  clause  of  forfeiture  could  not  be 
objected  to  as  being  ultra  vires  or  unreasonable,  and  that  as  the  deed  did  not  require 
notice  to  be  given  before  forfeiture,  no  such  notice  was  necessary ;  and,  therefore, 
that  afler  the  forfeiture,  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  shares  ceased.  Stewart  v.  Anglo- 
Calif  ornian  Gold  Mining  Company^  51. 

2.  Deposit  and  Transfer  of  Shares,"] '  The  defendant  being  the  registered  owner  of  200 
shares  of  a  joint-stock  company  deposited  the  certificates  thereof  with  E.  as  a  securi- 
ty for  money  advanced.  He  afterwards  borrowed  a  further  sum  from  an  insurance 
office,  of  wmch  C.  was  a  director,  and  E.  and  C.  being  sureties  for  the  repa3rment  of 
tiiat  sum,  he  executed  accordins  to  the  Joint-stock  Act  a  transfer  to  Cot  the  shares, 
accompanied  by  a  deckuration  of  the  terms  of  the  transfer,  and  delivered  both  instru- 
ments to  C.  cfudgment  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  advanced  having  been  obtained 
by  the  insurance  office,  and  a  judge's  order  nisi  to  charge  the  shares  having  been 
made,  C.  subsequently  requested  the  joint-stock  company  to  transfer  the  shares  into 
his  name,  which  they  refused,  and  the  shares  remained  standing  in  the  name  of  the 
defendant. 

The  court  made  the  judge's  order  absolute,  holding  that  the  shares  were  to  be  con- 
sidered as  standing  "  in  the  defendant's  name  in  his  own  right,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  1  &  2  Vict  c.  110,  s.  14,  and  that  the  relief  of  the  creditors  was  ia  equity. 
Fuller  v.  Earle^  390. 

3.  Who  is  a  Shareholder  •^Liability  for  CcdlsJ]  The  defendant  applied  for,  and  ob- 
tained, shares  in  a  projected  company,  the  capital  of  whieh,was  to  consist  of  500,000/. 
in  50,000  shares,  and  paid  the  deposits  thereon.  The  company  was  completely  re- 
gistered under  the  7  &  8  Yict  c  110,  and  the  defendant's  name  was  entered  as  a 
shareholder  in  the  register  of  shareholders  and  in  the  schedule  to  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, but  he  never  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  or  any  deed  referring  to  it. 
The  full  amount  of  .capital  never  was  subscribed,  but  the  company  b^gan  business 
with  less ;  but  not  succeeding,  a  private  act  of  parliament  was  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  winding  up  the  concern.  This  act  recited  the  deed  of  settlement,  and 
the  facts  as  to  the  deficiency  in  the  subscribed  capital,  and  authorized  the  durect- 
ors  to  make  calls  upon  the  shareholders  and  bring  actions  to  recover  such 
calls,  and  enacted  that  in  such  actions  it  should  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  was  a  holder  of  shares  at  the  time  of  tiie  call,  and  that  ttxe  production 
of  the  register  of  the  shareholders  of  the  company  should  be  primd  facte  evidence 
of  the  number  of  shares  held  by  him.  It  also  enacted,  that  except  as  other- 
wise provided  by  the  act,  every  such  call  should  be  made  according  to  the  deed  of 
settlement^  and  as  regarded  the  liabilities  of  the  shareholders,  the  forfeiture  of  shares, 
and  otherwise,  should  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  under  such  provisions ;  and 
also  that  nothing  in  the  act  contained,  except  as  therein  expressly  enacted,  should 
render  any  shareholder  or  other  person  liable  to  the  company,  if  such  shareholder  or 
other  person  would  not  have  been  liable  thereto  if  the  act  had  not  passed :  — 

Held,  in  an  action  for  a  call  under  the  private  act,  that  the  defendant  was  not  liable  as 
a  shareholder  or  otherwise,  as  he  had  not  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  or  any 
deed  referring  thereto,  and  the  private  act  only  extended  to  such  shareholders. 
The  Galvanized  Iron  Company  v.  Westobyy  886. 

4.  Conditional  Subscription.']  Held,  also,  that  even  had  the  private  act  extended  to 
persons  who  had  agreed  to  take  shares,  he  would  not  have  been  liable,  as  the  accepi- 
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ance  of  the  shares  was  conditional  upon  the  full  capital  being  subscribed,  and  tfaif 
condition  had  not  been  performed  or  waived. 

5.  Contract  —  Principal  and  Agent."]  A  joint-stock  company,  consisting  of  more  than 
twenty-fire  members,  was  formed  subsequently  to  the  5th  of  Septenoberf  1S4-I,  hot 
not  registered  pursuant  to  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  110.  Its  capital  was  divided  into 
shares,  and  its  profits  divided  among  the  holders  of  them,  but  any  proprietor  couU 
transfer  his  shades  without  the  consent  of  the  rest  A.,  a  member  of  tfiis  cooipanr, 
entered,  by  means  of  a  memorandum  made  by  B.  his  agent,  intb  a  contract  with  C. 
that  the  company  should  supply  him  with  certain  articles  on  certain  conditions 
Those  articles  were  supplied  accordingly,  and  were  shown  to  be  the  property  of  the 
company :  — 

Held,  that  A.  might  sue  C.  on  this  contract.     Clay  v.  Southern,  533. 


JOINT  TENANT. 
See  Settlement. 

JUDGMENT. 

1.  Satisfaction  of.']  Where  a  judgment  had  been  entered  up,  and  a  writ  of  exeeutbn 
for  debt  and  costs  had  issued,  before  the  conunencement  of  stat  1  &  2  YicL 
c.  110:  — 

Held,  that,  by  virtue  of  sect  1 7,  the  judgment  was  not  satisfied  upon  the  l«vy,  after 
the  commencement  of  the  act,  of  the  debt  and  costs,  and  that  it  would  not  be  satis- 
fied untQ  payment  of  interest  from  the  commencement  of  the  act  until  the  satis£M> 
tion  of  the  judgment    Bishop  v.  Hatch,  161. 

2.  Interest]  SemJble,  that  the  interest  might  be  levied  by  rirtue  of  a  separate  writ  of 
execution,  to  be  issued  after  the  passing  of  the  act    Ih, 

3.  Discharge  of.\  The  plaintiff  having  recovered  judgment  in  an  action  again^  two 
defendants,  issued  two  concurrent  writs  of  ca.  so.  thereon,  and  the  defendants  were 
taken  in  execution,  but  were  discharged  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  upon  their  mak- 
ing an  arrangement  for  the  payment  of  the  debt  The  plaintiff  afterwards  issued  a 
wnt  ofji.fa.  for  the  balance  of  the  original  debt,  and  the  goods  of  one  of  the  de- 
fendants were  seized;  but,  upon  payment  of  a  certain  sum  under  protest,  the  goods 
were  released.  A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  by  the  defendant  to  procure  a 
return  of  this  money,  on  the  ground  that  tiiie  original  debt  was  barred  by  the  de- 
fendants' discharge  out  of  custody,  as  having  been  made  either  by  the  andiority  of 
or  as  having  been  ratified  bv  the  plaintiff.  The  court  referred  the  naatter  to  the 
Master  to.  report  thereon  to  the  court ;  and  he  found  that  the  discharge  df  the  de- 
fendants  had  been  ratified  by  the  plaintiff:  and  therefore,  the  court  made  the  role 
to  set  aside  the  execution  al»olute.  The  plaint  then  brought  an  action  upon  the 
ori^nal  judgment  The  court,  under  the  preceding  circumstances,  refused  to  order 
satisfaction  to  be  entered  up  on  the  judgment-roll  m  the  action.  Ward  t.  Broom- 
head,  502. 

See  Costs.    Joint-Stock  Company. 
Nunc  pro  Tunc] 


Arrest  of] 
When  set  Aside,] 


See  Pbacticb. 

See  Indictment. 

See  Practice. 

JUDICIAL  ACT. 
See  Beer  License. 
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JURISDICTION. 

See  Condition  Precedent. 

See  Costs. 

See  County  Court. 

See  Practice. 

Of  Judge  to  Issue  a  Writ  of  Procedendo.] 

See  PROCEpENDO. 


Ouster  of.] 

Of  Superior  Courts."] 

Of  County  Court.] 

OfCourt.] 


Of  Magistrate.] 

See  Regina  v.  Hodgsouy  456.    County  Court. 


JURY. 
What  Question  is  not  for.] 

See  Contract. 
Question  for.] 

See   Distress.    Practice. 


LABOR  AND  SERVICES. 
See  Contract. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Duftress.]  A  landlord  has  a  right  to  distrain  upon  his  tenant  at  will.  Doe  d.  Benson  v. 
Frost,  506. 

Tenancy.]  After  the  tenant  at  will  entered  into  possession  there  was  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  of  the  premises,  but  no  lease  was  eyer  prepared ;  pn  the  back  of  the  draft 
there  was  an  indorsement  made  and  signed  between  the  parties ;  rent  had  been 
paid,  and  a  receipt  siven  for  a  quarters'  rent,  and  a  distress  also  had  been  puftn  hy 
the  landlord  upon  the  tenant :  — 

Held,  not  sufficient  to  alter  the  original  tenancy  at  wiU  into  a  tenancy  from  year  to 
year.    lb. 


Use  and  Occupation.] 
Right  of  Distress.] 
Remedies  bettoeef^.] 


See  Railways. 

See  Distress. 

See  Action  on  the  Case. 

See  Elections.    Lease.    Repletin.    Trespass. 

« 

LARCENY. 

1.  Trespass.]  Where  a  man  drove  away  a  flock  of  lambs  from  a  field,  and  in  so  doing 
inadvertently  drove  away  along  with  them  a  lamb,  the  property  of  another  person, 
and,  as  soon  as  he  discovered  that  he  had  done  so,  sold  the  lamb  for  his  own  use,  and 
then  denied  all  knowledge  of  it :  — 

Ueldj  that  as  the  act  of  driving  the  lamb  from  the  field,  in  the  first  instance,  was  a 
trespass,  as  soon  as  he  appropriated  the  lamb  to  his  own  use,  the  trespass  became  a 
felony.    Regina  y.  Riley,  544. 
VOL.  XTV.  54 
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2.  Constructive  Accessory.']  The  prisoner  M.  had  the  charge  of  the  prosecntoi^s  ware- 
house,  in  which  bags  were  kept ;  the  prisoner  8.,  for  some  rears  had  heen  in  tbe 
habit  of  supplying  the  prosecutor  with  bags,  wliich  were  usually  placed  outside  the 
warehouse,  and  shortly  after  so  leaving  them,  either  S.  or  his  wife  called  and  re- 
ceived payment  for  them.  The  prisoner  M.  went  into  his  master's  warehouse,  and 
clandostmely  removed  twenty-four  bags  which  had  been  marked  by  his  master,  and 
placed  them  outside  the  warehouse,  in  the  place  where  S.  used  to  deposit  die  ba^ 
Dcfore  payment  for  them.  Soon  afterwards  the  wife  of  S.  came  and  claimed  pay- 
ment for  the  said  twenty-four  bags.  The  prosecutor  then  sent  for  the  prisoner  S, 
who,  upon  being  asked  respecting  the  twenty-four  bags,  said  they  had  been  placed 
there  an  hour  previously  by  him,  and  demanded  payment  for  them.  The  jury  found 
that  the  bags  had  been  so  removed  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  arrangement  hrtv«a 
the  prisoners :  — 

Held,  that  M,  was  rightly  convicted  of  Urceny,  and  that  S.  was  an  accessory  before  the 
fact  to  the  larceny.    Regina  v.  Manning,  548. 

3.  Custody  of  Property."]  Two  men,  J.  and  W.,  acting  in  concert,  and  intending  to 
defraud  S.,  entered  the  shop  of  S.  and  by  means  of  an  artifice  induced  him  to  drav 
a  check  on  his  bank  for  42/.,  payable  in  Uie  name  of  the  prisoner  J.,  and  then  to  ac- 
company J.  to  the  bank  to  see  it  paid,  on  the  understanding  that  they  vere  to 
return  to  finish  the  transaction  by  the  payment  to  S.  of  forty-two  soTereigns,  and 
that  the  prisoner  W.  was  to  remain  at  the  shop  till  J.  and  S.  went  and  returned  from 
tlie  bank. 

At  the  bank,  by  the  desire  of  S.,  the  banker  handed  four  ten  pound  notes  and  two 
sovereigns  to  the  prisoner  J.,  in  the  presence  of  S. 

The  prosecutor  S.,  and  the  prisoner  J.,  left  the  bank  together,  and  while  on  their  waj 
back  to  S.'fl  shop,  J.  went  into  an  inn-yard,  and  promising  to  petum  iomiediati'ly, 
absconded  with  tiie  four  ten  pound  notes,  and  the  two  sovereims,  which  he  and  the 
prisoner  "VV.  (who  in  the  meantime  had  gone  off  from  the  shop  with  the  forty-two 
sovereigns)  appropriated  to  their  own  use :  — 

He.ld,  that  the  nusappropriation  of  the  notes  and  two  sovereigns  was  larceny,  S.  nej-ei 
having  parted  with  the  property  and  possession  in  them,  and  the  prisoner  J.  hann' 
had  no  more  than  the  bare  custody  of  the  money  which  he  carried  off.  iJf^wo  t. 
Johnson,  570. 

See  BuEGLARY.    Husband  and  Wife. 

•  LAW  AND  FACT. 

Question  for  the  Jury.] 

See  Contract.    Distress. 


LEASE. 

1.  Construction -^Rent'Charge.]  M.  H.  and  W.  R.,  by  indenture  of  Febraary,  1805, 
granted  and  leased  certain  premises  unto  and  to  the  use  of  J.  H.,  his  heifs,  executor, 
administrators,  and  assigns  forever,  yielding  and  paying  therefor  a  yearly  rent,  tio- 
viso  for  re-entry  on  non-payment  of  rent.  Covenant  by  J.  A-  for  payment  of  the 
rent,  for  repairs,  and  for  msurance :  — 

Held,  that,  in  the  absence  of  proof  that  the  premises  were,  at  the  date  of  ihci°^iro- 
ment,  in  the  occupation  of  tenants,  and  the  expressed  intention  of  the  parties  pre- 
cluding the  presumption  of  livery  of  seisin,  the  instrument  could  not  operate  as  a 
conveyance  of  the  lee  subject  to  a  rent-charge,  but  only  to  create  a  tenancy  inwi 
year  to  year.    Roherton  v.  Gardener,  &36. 

2.  Livery  of  Seisin.]     Semhle,  that  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  presume  lirery  ^y^f^ 
in  order  to  account  for  the  possession  under  the  instrument,  the  court  would  na 
made  that  presumption,    it. 

What  Constitutes,] 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 
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LEASEHOLD. 

Devise  of.] 

Sec  Will. 

LEGACY. 

1.  Chose  in  Action.']  The  "Wills  Act  (1  Vict  c.  26),  does  not  enable  a  testator  to 
bequeathe  a  cho^in  action  so  as  to  pass  the  right  of  suing  to  the  legatee.  Bishop 
V.  Curtis,  49.      ^ 

2.  Felony,"]  Where  a  party,  who  is  afterwards  convicted  of  felony,  is  entitled  to  a 
chose  in  action,  the  nght  of  suing  being  in  another  in  trust  for  him,  that  right  of 
suit  does  not  vest  in  the  crown  upon  the  conviction,     lb. 

S.  Forfeiture.]  To  an  action  by  the  executor  of  £.  C,  deceased,  on  a  promisory  note 
made  by  the  defendaat,  payable  to  E.  C,  on  demand,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
E.  C,  by  his  will  (made  after  the  passing  of  the  1  Vict  c.  26)  bequeathed  the  note 
to  C.  C. ;  that  the  plaintiff  assented  to  me  bequest,  whereby  C.  C.  became  entitled 
to  the  said  note,  and  the  money  due  thereon ;  and  that  whilst  the  said  C.  C.  was  so 
entitled,  he  was  convicted  of  felony,  by  reason  whereof  he  forfeited  to  the  crown 
the  said  note,  and  all  interest  therein,  and  causes  of  action  in  respect  thereof:  — 

Held,  on  general  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action.    lb. 

LEGACY  DUTY. 

Power  to  Charge  Estate  —  Dower."]  A  special  verdict  stated  that  J.  Major  Lord  II., 
by  his  will  directed  the  purchase  of  estates  in  Suffolk  to  be  made  with  the  proceeds 
01  his  estates  in  Essex.  The  will  contained  a  clause  with  a  power  enabling  the  te- 
nant for  life,  who  should  be  entitled  to  the  rents  of  the  estates  to  direct  them  to  be 
sold,  and  a  deed  of  settlement  to  be  made  of  them,  and  that  there  should  be  inserted 
therein  a  power  that  the  tenant  for  life  should  be  entitled  to  the  rents,  and  should 
have  power  to  charge  such  estates  with  an  annual  sum  not  exceeding  one  third  part 
of  the  annual  value,  for  the  benefit  of  any  woman  he  might  marry.  The  testator 
having  died,  was  succeeded  by  his  son,  J.  Minet  Lord  H.,  who  charged  the  Suffolk 
estates  with  the  payment  of  2,000/.,  free  of  taxes  and  other  deductions,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  hb  wife,  for  her  life ;  the  said  sum  to  be  in  the  nature"  of,  and  in  full,  for  her 
iointure,  and  to  be  in  bar,  lieu,  and  satisfaction  of  and  for  her  dower  or  thirds,  &c. 
The  will  then  provided  that,  in  the  event  of  the  testator  not  being  authorized  to 
charge  the  estates  with  so  lai^  a  sum  as  2,000/.,  his  other  estates  should  be  liable  to 
supply  the  deficiency.  The  £fendant  was  in  possession  of  the  estates,  and  was  the 
heir  of  the  second  testator,  J.  Minet  Lord  H.,  who  was  the  surviving  trustee  of  the 
first  testator.    No  deed  of  settlement  was  ever  executed :  — 

Held,  that  this  could  not  be  comndered  as  a  purchase  of  the  dower  or  thirds,  but  was 
an  appointment  of  the  legacy,  upon  condition ;  that  the  legacy  was  taken  as  a  ^ft 
of  the  testator,  and  that  me  legacy  duty  was  payable  upon  the  interest  of  one  third 
of  the  value  of  the  rent  of  the  Suffolk  estates,  to  be  ascertained  on  the  death  of  the 
testator.     The  Attorney-General  y.  Lord  Hennikerj  374. 

Qucere,  if  this  had  been  a  condition  annexed  to  the  legacy  bv  the  second  testator,  whe- 
ther the  whole  of  the  money  received  by  the  legatee  would  have  been  a  legacy  or 
whether  a  part  of  it  would  not  have  been  a  purchase  of  some  interest  that  might  re^ 
duce  the  duty  to  be  paid  upon  the  legacy,    ib. 

LEX  LOCL 
Proof  of] 

See  Marriage.    Statute  of  Frauds. 

LIABILITY. 
What  Barred  by  a  Discharge  in  Bankruptcy.] 

See  Bankrupt. 
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In  Action  Against  Officers,'] 


LDflTATIONS. 
See  Practice. 
See  Trespass. 


LIVERY  OF  SEISIN. 

Presumed f  When.l  # 

See  Lease. 

LUGGAGE. 
See  Common-Carriers.       « 

LUNATIC. 
See  Pauper.    Will. 

MAINS. 

Rates  respecting,] 

See  Kates. 

MAINTENANCE. 
See  Pauper. 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  Discretion  of  Justices,]  The  discretion  of  justices  in  enforcing  a  rule  of  seasSons, 
which  is  not  invalid  or  unreasonable,  will  not  be  interfered  with.  Regina  t.  The 
Justices  of  Derbyshire^  178. 

2.  Rules.]  The  sessions  of  D.  had,  as  it  was  alleged,  a  rule  by  which  appeab  could 
not  be  entered  after  the  day  preceding  the  first  day  of  the  sessions,  except  by  leaTe 
of  the  court  G.  had  siven  the  necessary  notices,  but  had  not  entered  his  appeal  in 
accordance  with  the  above  rule.  On  the  first  day  of  the  sessions  a  special  applica- 
tion was  made  to  the  court  to  allow  him  to  enter  the  appeal,  which  was  refused: — 

Held^  that  although  the  court  would  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the  sp^wioni 
where  a  distinct  rule  of  practice  was  shown  to  exist,  vet,  as  it  did  not  distinctly  ap- 
pear upon  the  affidavits  what  the  rule  of  practice  really  was,  or  how  far  it  had  oeen 
acted  upon,  a  mandamus  might  go.    Ih, 

See  Insolvency. 


MARRIAGE. 

Proof  of]  On  atrial  for  bigamy  a  woman  was  called  as  a  witness,  who  stated  that 
she  was  present  at  a  ceremony  performed  in  a  private  house  in  Scotland,  by  a  mi- 
nister of  some  religious  denomination ;  that  she  herself  was  married  in  the  same  way 
and  that  parties  always  married  in  Scotland  in  private  houses : — 

Held,  that  sne  was  not  a  competent  witness  to  prove  the  law  of  Scotland  as  to  mai^ 
riage,  and  that  her  evidence  did  not  prove  the  &ct  of  a  mazriage.  Regina  ▼.  Povey 
649. 
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MASTEB. 
Right  of,  To  Sell  Cargo  for  Repcdrt,^ 

See  Ships  and  SHiFPiNCk 

MASTEB  AND  SEKVANT. 
See  SsBYAKT.    Shsbiff. 

MEMOBANDUM. 
See  Stamp. 

MEBCHANDISE. 
LiahUUy  of  Passenger  Carriers  for."] 

See  Cohhok-Carriebs. 

MINING. 
See  Action  on  the  Cass. 

MISDIRECTION. 

See  Insolvent. 

MISNOMEB. 

See  Name. 

MONEY  LENT. 
See  Assumpsit.' 

MONEY  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 
See  Assumpsit.    Stoppage  in  Transitu. 


MONTH'S  NOTICE. 

To  a  Servant,'] 

See  Servant. 

MOBTGAGE. 

• 

1.  Of  Personal  Property  —  Effect  of]  Where  a  trader  aasi^  part  of  his  properhr, 
by  way  of  mori^nge,  the  question  under  the  bankrupt  Uiwb  is  not  whether  putting  tne 
deed  in  force  wul  put  an  end  to  his  business,  but  whether  it  will  make  him  insolvent 
Young  v.  Waudy  462. 

2.  A  manufacturer  assigned  all  his  machinerj,  by  wav  of  morl|jBge,  to  secure  the 
amount  of  certain  bills  drawn  by  him  and  accepted  oy  the  consisnees  of  his  soods, 
which  had  been  discounted  by  tibe  mortgagee,  and  also  of  such  ouer  bills  as  uiould 
from  time  to  time  be  discounted  in  like  manner.    The  mortgagee  was  empow^ed, 

64* 
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after  three  da3r8'  notice  to  enter  and  take  possessien  of  all  the  machinery,  and,  after 
a  sale  of  the  same,  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  expenses  and  the  bills  then  due  or  ran- 
ning,  and  to  pay  the  surplus  to  the  mortgagors.  At  the  time  of  the  ezecvtioD  of 
this  deed,  the  machinery  was  worth  l,500r,  and  the  mort^ajgor's  property  consisted 
of  goods,  1,1002.,  and  good  debts,  9002.,  while  his  whole  liabilities  were,  2,9002. :~ 
Heldj  that  this  deed  was  no  evidence  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  althoo^  had  it  been 
acted  upon,  the  mortgagor  could  not  have  carried  on  the  particular  business  m  whidi 
he  was  engaged,    lb, 

3.  Debt  on  Mortgage  DeedJ]  Money  was  borrowed  hy  the  £.  U.  Railway  Companj, 
under  the  powers  conferred  by  a  local  act  (7  &  8  Vict  c  85,)  whereby  they  were 
authorized  to  borrow,  and  to  secure  repayment  by  morCgape  of  tbe  railway  and  fatore 
calls,  (Sect  S7,  and  to  fix  the  period  for  repayment-,  in  wmch  case  they  were  to  csnae 
a  period  to  be  inserted  in  the  mortgage  deed,  at  the  expiration  whereof  the  pnnri- 
pai  and  arrears  of  interest  shotdd  be  paid.  (Sect  49.)  It  was  ftirther  prorided, 
that  if  the  principal  and  interest  were  not  paid  within  six  months  after  they  had  be- 
come payable,  and  after  demand  thereof  in  writing,  the  mortgagee  or  bond  creditor 
mi^htsue  for  the  same,  or  if  his  debt  amounted  to  5,0002.,  he  might  require  the  ap- 
pomtment  of  a  receiver  (Sect  52) ;  and  that  if  die  interest  remained  unpaid  lor 
thirty  days  after  it  had  become  due,  and  demand  thereof  made  in  writins,  tne  mort- 
gagee or  bond  creditor  might  sue  in  an  action  of  debt,  or  mi^ht  require  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  (Sect  51.)  It  was  further  enacted,  uiat  where  no  time  wis 
fixed  in  the  deed  or  bond  for  the  repayment  of  the  money,  the  creditor  might,  at  any 
time  after  twelve  months  from  die  date  of  the  mortgage  deed  or  bond,  demand  ^t- 
ment  of  the  principal,  with  all  arrears  of  interest,  on  giving  six  months'  preTioos 
notice.     (Sect  56.)    Eastern  Unioi^Railway  Co.  v.  Hart^  535. 

In  an  action  of  debt  upon  a  mort^ga^  deed  executed  by  the  company  under  this  act, 
and  which  deed  contained  the  rol&wing  stipulation,  "'  The  principal  sum  to  be  paid 
on  the  1st  of  January,  1861 :  **  — 

Held^  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  action  could  be  maintained. 

4.  Receiver^']  Held,  also,  that  the  right  of  action  upon  the  mortgage  did  not  depend 
solely  ujpon  sects.  51  and  52,  nor  were  the  conditions  therein  mentioned,  namely,  the 
expiration  of  six  months  in  one  case,  and  of  thirty  days  in  another,  after  demand  d 
payment,  conditions  precedent  to  the  bringing  of  an  action  upon  such  mortea^,  hot 
that  such  sections  only  recognized  a  preexisting  right  of  action,  and  add^  thereto 
another  specific  remed^r,  namely,  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  at  the  option  of  the 
borrower,  aft;er  the  expiration  of  the  above  period.    lb. 

See  DisTBESS. 

MORTMAIN. 

Shares  in  a  Bank.'\  A  bequest  of  the  proceeds  of  shares  in  a  joint-stock  banking  compa- 
ny, formed  under  a  de^  of  settlement,  and  which  possessed  freehold  and  copyhold 
property,  does  not  come  within  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  4  Gea  2,  c.  86.  Mfen 
V.  Perigal,  229. 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 
See  PLSADma. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATION  ACT. 
Sec  BuROBBs  List. 

NAME. 

Idem  Sonans.']  The  omission  of  a  mute  letter  in  the  name  of  a  party  to  a  ^ose,  la 
the  title  of  an  affidavit,  the  word  still  being  idem  sonans,  is  no  ground  for  disc^arS' 
ing  a  rule  obtuned  on  such  affidavit    Gray  v.  Coondks,  252. 
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NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Common'Cabbiers. 

NEW  TBIAL. 
See  Verdict. 

NOMINAL  DAMAGE. 
See  Trespass. 

NON-USER. 

« 

•    See  Abandoi^hekt. 

NOTICE. 

Of  Bankruptcy—'  What  is  Nat.] 

See  Baxkruftct. 
Of  Objection  to  Voter.] 

See  ELECvbNS. 

See  Common-Carriers. 

NUNC  PRO  TUNC. 
See  Practice. 

OBJECTION. 
See  Burgess  List. 

•OFFICER. 
See  Trespass. 

OFFICIAL  ASSIGNEE. 
See  Bakkruptct. 

PAPER  BOOKS. 
See  Practice. 

PARISH   CONSTABLE. 
See  Trespass. 

PARLIAMENT. 
See  Elections. 


To  a  Bvrgess  Li$t'] 


Right  of^  To  Arrest.'} 


Rights  of.} 
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PAROCHIAL  TAX- 
See  RA.TE8. 

PAROL   CONTRACT. 
See  Statitte  of  Fraxtds. 

PARTIES. 
See  Joint-Stock  Cobipany. 

PAUPER. 


Lunatic-— 12  if  IS  VicL  c,  108.]  The  12&  IS  Vict.  c.  103,  8.  5,  extends  to  the  mais- 
tenance  of  a  pauper  lunatic,  liom  in  Ireland,  who  has  acqnixed  no  settlement  m  Ed^ 
hind,  bnt  has  become  irremovable  by  reason  of  fire  years  residenoe  in  a  pitish 
within  an  union  in  England ;  and  in  such  a  case  the  burthen  of  maintaimng  the 
pauper  in  an  asylum  is  cast  upon  the  common  fund  of  the  union.  Begina  t.  Ar- 
nold, 102.  m 


See  Settlement. 


PATENT. 


1.  Composite  Substance.]  The  use  of  the  elements  of  a  composite  substance  is  a  use 
of  the  componte  so  as  to  be  an  infringement  of  a  patent  &t  the  use  of  the  compo- 
site substance.    Heath  y.  Untoinj  202. 

2.  Where  the  elements  of  a  composite  substance  are  used,  and  in  the  process  of  the 
manufacture  tiie  composite  is  itself  formed,  this  is  not  the  use  of  an  equiTslent  ibr 
that  substance,  but  the  use  of  the  substance  itself.    lb. 

S.  Infringement,!^  A  patent  for  the  use  of  a  substance  m  a  process  is  infiringed  bj  the 
use  of  a  chemical  equiyalent,  Imown  to  be  so  at  the  time  of  the  use,  if  hm  rar  tiie 
purpose  of  taking  tlie  benefit  of  ih&  patent,  and  of  making  a  cdorable  TSzii^D 
therefrom.    Per  Eble,  J.    lb, 

4.  Evidence  of —  Specification,!  The  plaintaff  took  out  a  patent  for  certain  improre- 
ments  in  the  manu&cture  or  steel,  and  claimed  "  the  use  of  carburet  of  man^anfisc 
in  any  process  whereby  iron  is  converted  into  cast  steel ; "  and  in  the  descri])tioD  t£ 
his  process  he  said  that  he  proposed  to  make  his  improved  steel  by  introdnciflg  into 
a  crucible  broken  steel  or  malleable  iron  and  carbonaceous  matter,  with  fiom  one  to 
three  per  cent  of  their  weight  of  carburet  of  manganese,  and  melting  them  together.  ' 
The  defendant  put  oxide  of  manganese  and  carbonaceous  matter  mto  the  ciudble 
with  the  iron,  and  produced  the  same  result,  and  an  action  was  brought  apinst  him 
for  the  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent  At  the  trial  it  was  proved  that  duii^ 
this  process  &e  oxide  of  manganese  and  the  carbonaceous  matter  combined,  and 
formed  a  carburet  of  manganese,  and  then,  in  the  same  process,  but  at  a  hi^er  tein- 
perature,  this  carburet  acted  upon  the  iron  and  ijroducea  the  same  result  as  that  ef- 
fected by  the  plaintiff's  process.  The  learned  iudee  directed  the  jury  tiiAt  there 
was  no  evidence  of  an  infringement,  and  a  bill  of  exceptions  was  thereupon  ten- 
dered:— 

Held^  in  error,  (dissentientibus  Alderson,  B.,  and  Coleridqe,  J.)    First,  that  there 
was  evidence  for  the  juiy  of  the  infiingement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent    Ih, 
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5.  Secondly,  that  the  discoverer  claimed  hj  the  patent  was  the  use  of  the  carburet  of 
paan^anese,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  limited  to  the  mode  of  working  mentioned 
in  his  specification ;  and  although  the  defendant's  process  might  constitute  a  different 
manner  of  manufacturing  carburet  of  manganese,  jet  if  he  used  it  in  the  couTexsion 
of  iron  into  steel,  he  infnnged  the  patent    lb, 

6.  Inspection  of  Machine,^  In  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  the  court 
will  not  grant  an  order  under  the  15  &  16  Y><^t.  c.  83,  s.  42,  for  an  inspection  of  a 
machine  upon  an  affidavit  **  that  the  machine  used  by  the  defendants  is  the  same 
for  which  the  plaintiff  has  obtained  a  patent    Shaw  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  460. 

Infringement  ofj 

See  F&ACTiCE. 


PAVING  RATEa 
See  CouNTT  Court. 

PAYMENT. 

1 .  By  a  Stranger.']  To  an  action  of  debt  on  simple  contract,  the  defendant  pleaded,  that 
afler  the  accrumg  of  the  debts  and  causes  of  action,  and  before  suit,  the  plaintiff 
drew  a  bill  on  one  A.  B.,  who  accepted  the  bill,  and  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff  for, 
and  on  account  of  the  said  debts  and  causes  of  action,  and  that  the  plaintiff  received 
it  from  A.  B.,  on  such  account ;  that  the  plaintiff,  before  suit,  indorsed  the  bill  to 
C.  D.,  who  was  still  the  holder  and  entitled  to  sue  A.  B.  thereon.  Belshaw  v.  Bush, 
269. 

Held,  a  good  answer  to  the  action. 

2.  Wank/ord  v.  Wankford  1  Salk.  299 ;  Ayloffe  v.  Scrimpshire,  Carth.  6S ;  s.  c.  Comb. 
123,  and  Stracey  v.  The  Bank  of  England,  6  Bing.  754 ;  s.  C.  8  Law  J.  Rep.  C.  P. 
234,  considered  and  explained.    1  b. 

Of  Debt  Without  Costs. 

See  Bill  of  Exceukge. 

In  Bank  BiUs  of  Insolvent  Banks."] 

See  Note,  p.  68. 

See  AcGOBD  akd  Satisfaction.    Distress.    Settlement. 

PERJURY. 
Prosecutor  entitled  to  Costs  —  When."] 

See  Costs. 


Rates  concerning  Pipes."] 


PIPES. 
See  Rates. 

PLEADING. 


1.  Appeal  on  a  Dilatory  Plea.]  •  A  plea  which  does  not  merely  raise  an  objection  to  a 
particular  form  of  proceeding,  leavine  it  to  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  in  a  different  form 
at  another  time,  but  which,  if  allowea,  entirely  oars  the  plaintiff  from  his  remedy,  is 
a  peremptory  and  not  a  dilatory  plea,  witmn  the  6  Geo.  4,  c.  120,  s.  5,  and  a  de- 
cree thereon  may  be  subject  of  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords.     Geils  v.  Geils,  1. 

2.  Dilatory  Plea.]  A  Scotchman  was  married  in  England  to  an  English  woman,  and 
l^en  returned  to  Scotland,  where  he  was  domicilea.    Some  yean  afterwards,  the 
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wife  quitted  Scotland,  and  returned  to  En^and,  where  she  lived  separate  from  ber 
husband.  He  came  to  England,  and  instituted  proceeding  in  the  Arches  Court 
for  a  restitution  of  conjugal  rights.  The  wife,  in  her  responsire  allegations,  charged 
him  with  adultery,  and  on  that  charge  prayed  for  a  divorce  a  mensa  ei  ihoro.  Ji^- 
mcnt  was  in  her  favor.  The  husband  returned  to  Scotland,  where  the  -wife  institu- 
ted a  suit  for  divorce  a  vinculo.  The  husband  pleaded  the  proceedings  in  the  Arches 
Court  as  a  bar  to  further  proceedings  in  Scotland :  — 
Heldy  that  this  plea  raised  a  peremptdHr  or  substantial  defence,  and  that  a  judgment 
thereon  might  be  made  the  subject  of  appeal  to  this  house.    lb, 

3.  Defence  to  Covenants."]  A,  a  land-owner,  through  whose  estate  a  part  of  a  projected 
railway  was  to  pass,  became  a  party  to  a  deed  with  the  projectors  of  the  railway,  bv 
which  be  covenanted  to  withdraw  nis  opposition  to  their  bill  and  to  oppose  a  iitu 
bill,  and  they  covenanted  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  of  money  in  case  their  bill  should 
pass  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  deed,  or  to  pay  him  a  dijQTerent  sum  if 
the  rival  bill  should  pass  within  eighteen  months  from  the  date  of  the  deed.  It  was 
then  provided  that,  if  the  bill  of  these  projectors  should  not  be  passed  within  six 
months  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  either  party  might  put  an  end  to  tbe  aCTee- 
ment  by  a  notice.  The  deed  then  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  these  project- 
ors,  by  which  they  agreed,  if  the  two  companies  should  be  amalgamated,  to  pay  a 
certain  sum  within  t&ee  months  after  such  amalgamation.  The  deed  was  dated  on 
the  16th  of  March,  1846.  The  two  companies  were  amalgamated  in  June,  1S46; 
but  no  bill  ever  passed  at  the  instance  of  these  projectors  alone.  In  November, 
1846,  these  projectors  gave  a  notice  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement  A  declared  in 
covenant  against  these  projectors  on  that  clause  of  the  deed  by  which  he  was  to  re- 
ceive a  sum  of  money  within  three  months  after  the  amalgamadon  of  the  companies. 
The  defendants  pleaded  that  their  bill  had  never  passed  mto  a  law ;  that  at  tne  end 
of  six  months  they  had  ^ven  notice  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement,  and  that  they 
had  not  taken  the  plaintiff's  land. 

Held,  that  this  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action.     Capper  v.  Earl  of  Lindsay,  9. 


4.  Detinue  —  Special  Traverse.']  In  detinue  for  a  deed,  by  which  property  was  as- 
signed to  C.  and  S.,  on  trusts  for  securing  an  annuity  to  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
pleaded  that  C.  and  S.  took  possession  of,  and  had  a  right  to  the  deed ;  that  bef<»e 
the  plaintiff  had  possession  of  the  deed,  S.  obtained  possession  oi  it,  and  C.  died ; 
and  that  afterwaids  S.  delivered  the  deed  to  the  defendant  to  keep,  and  that  the 
defendant  detained  the  deed  from  the  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  S.,  and  by  his  authority. 
The  plaindff  replied,  that,  before  the  defendant  was  possessed  of  the  deed,  and  after 
the  death  of  C,  one  G.,  and  not  S.,  was  possessed  of  the  deed,  and  that  G.  delivered 
it  to  the  defendant  by  the  authority  of^the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  hath 
always  held  and  still  holds  the  same  under  such  authority ;  without  this,  that  S.  de- 
livered the  deed  to  the  defendant :  — 

Held,  on  special  demurrer,  tliat  the  replication  was  good,  the  traverse  that  S.  delivered 
the  deed  to  the  defendant  being  a  material  traverse.    Foster  v.  Crabb,  215. 

5.  Held,  also,  that  the  inducement  to  the  special  tr&vcrsc  was  not  bad  for  saying  that 
the  defendant  "  still  holds  "  the  deed  by  the  plaintiff's  authority.    J  b. 

6.  Damages  —  Demurrer.]  A  declaration  in  assumpsit  stated  that  the  defendant  was 
the  owner  of  a  certain  ship  at  a  certain  port  beyond  the  seas,  and  bound  from  thence 
to  London ;  that  the  plaintiffs  caused  certain  goods  to  be  shipped  on  board  the  said 
ship  at  the  said  port,  to  be  carried  thence  to  London,  and  then  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  certam  freight ;  that  the  ship  set  sail  and  proceeded  on  her  voyage ; 
that  having  been  injured  bpr  tempestuous  weather,  the  master  was  obliged  to  put  into 
the  port  of  Monte  Video,  in  oraer  to  have  her  repaired ;  that  to  pay  for  these  re* 
pairs,  it  became  necessary  for  the  master  to  raise  pioney,  and  without  his  so  doing 
the  vessel  would  have  been  unable  to  leave  the  port ;  and  that  the  master  not  b^ng 
able  to  obtain  the  money  otherwise,  took  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  and  sold  them  for 
a  certain  sum,  with  which  he  paid  the  expenses  of  the  repairs ;  that  the  defendant 
promised  to  pay  the  pliuntiffs  the  value  for  which  the  goods  would  have  been  sold 
nad  they  been  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  in  London. 

Plea,  so  far  as  the  declaration  claims  or  seeks  to  recover  damages  beyond  the  value  of 
the  ship  and  freight  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  respect  of  the  breaches  o^ 
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complained  o^  that  the  plaintLBTs  ought  not  to  maintain  their  action  to  recoyer  dama- 

fes  to  a  greater  amount  than  aforesaid,  because,  after  the  eoods  were  shipped,  and 
efore  any  n^  had  been  conyeyed  to  London,  and  whilst  Siev  were  in  the  custody 
and  under  the  control  of  the  master,  the  master  wrongfully  and  without  any  author- 
ity from  the  defendant,  and  without  his  knowledge,  privity,  or  consent,  sold  the 
goods,  and  the  defendant  thereby  was  unable  to  deEver  them  to  the  plaintiffs.  That 
the  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  die  owner  of  a  British  ship  duly  regis- 
tered ;  that  the  goods  were  shipped  by  being  received  into  the  custody  of  the  mas- 
tor  ;  and  that  the  defendant  never  personally  accepted  or  received,  nor  did  he  inter- 
fere with  them  or  the  shipping  or  the  sale,  except  as  such  owner  of  the  vessel ;  that 
the  shipping  and  sale  tooK  place  after  the  Ist  of^  September,  1813,  and  that  the  sale 
was  done  without  the  fault  or  privity  of  the  defendant ;  and  farther  that  the  value 
of  the  ship,  together  with  the  value  of  the  freight  due  or  to  grow  due  during  the 
voyage,  did  not  exceed  a  certain  sum  therein  named :  — 
Heldy  on  special  demurrer,  first,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  was  pleaded  merely  to  the 
damages.    Atkinson  v.  Stephens^  407. 

7.  Secondly,  that  when  goods  forming  part  of  the  freight  of  a  ship  have  been  sold  at  a 
an  intermediate  port  to  defray  expenses  necessarily  mcurred  in  repairing  the  vessel, 
the  merchant  is  not  entitled  to  claim  from  the  ship-owner  the  price  which  th^  might 
have  realized  at  the  port  of  delivery  unless  the  ship  arrives ;  and  that  as  the  decma- 
tion  did  not  contain  any  averment  of  the  arrival  cSf  the  ship  at  her  port  of  destina- 
tion it  was  bad.    lb. 

8.  Semble,  that  the  plea  did  not  bring  the  rase  within  the  53  Geo.  3,  c.  159.    Ih. 

9.  Trespass  —  Distress — MuUifariousness,'^  To  an  action  of  trespass  for  breaking 
and  entering  the  pl^tifif 's  house  and  seizing  his  goods,  the  defendant  pleaded  that 
one  Thomas  held  a  house  as  tenant  to  one  Payne,  at  a  certain  rent ;  that  the  rent  was 

in  arrear ;  that  the  said  goods,  being  the  goods  of  Thomas,  were  fraudulently  and 
clandestinely  conveyed  by  him  from  his  house  to  prevent  a  distress,  and  were,  vrith 
the  plaintiff's  consent,  plaiced  in  the  plaintiff's  house ;  whereupon  the  defendant,  as 
bailiff  of  Payne,  and  by  his  command,  seized  the  soods  as  a  distress. 

Replication,  that  the  said  goods  were  not  the  goods  of  Thomas,  nor  were  they  fraudu- 
lently and  clandestinely  conveyed  away  by  Thomas  to  prevent  a  distress :  — 

Semble,  that  the  replication  was  not  open  to  the  objection  of  multifariousness,  but  that 
it  was  a  good  answer  to  the  plea.     Thomas  y.  Wmkins,  489. 

10.  Araumentative  DenioiJ]  To  an  action  on  the  case,  in  which  the  declaration  stated 
that  the  defendants  were  common-carriers,  and  that  they  received  from  the  plaintiff, 
as  such  common-carriers,  a  certain  package,  to  be  safely  carried  and  to  be  delivered 
for  him  at  a  place  mentioned,  and  that  the  defendants  did  not  safely  carry  the  pack- 
age, but  that  through  their  negligence  it  was  lost ;  the  defendants  pleaded  thiat,  at 
the  time  they  received  the  package,  they  gave  the  plaintiff  notice  tnat  they  would 
not  be  responsible  for  packages  of  a  particmar  description,  under  which  this  particu- 
lar package  fell,  unless  their  contents  were  declared ;  and  that  the  contents  of  this 

Eackage  were  not  declared ;  and  that  the  defendants  did  not  consent  to  be  responsi- 
le  contrary  to  the  terms  of  such  notice.    Verification :  — 
Held,  that  the  plea  amounted  to  an  argumentative  denial  of  the  bailment  as  alleged  in 
the  declaration.     Crovtch  v.  The  London  ^  N,  W,  Railway  Co.f  498. 


11.  Demurrer  —  To  Damage  tm/y.]  A  declaration  stated,  that,  by  a  deed  between  B. 
of  the  first  part,  the  defendants  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  third  part, 
after  reciting  that  B.  had  been  appointed  collector  of  poor  rate  for  the  parish  of  D., 
and  that  he  had  been  required  to  find  security  for  the  &ithful  dischaige  of  his  duties, 
and  that  the  defendants  nad  consented  to  give  such  security,  the  defendants  as  sure- 
ty did  covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  that  B.  should  at  all  times,  whilst  he  continued  in 
ms  said  office,  faithfully  account  for  all  sums  which  he  should  receive  :  And  the 
defendants  further  covenanted,  *'  that  a  certificate  under  the  hand  of  the  auditor  of 
the  district,  stating  the  amount  of  loss,  should  be  conclusive  evidence  agsdnst  the 
defendants  of  the  truth  of  the  certificate,  and  that  the*  policy  had  become  forfeited 
thereby  to  the  amount  of  the  loss  stated  in  such  certificate,  and  should  form  a  valid 
and  Innding  charge  and  claim  against  the  defendants,  without  any  further  or  other 
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proof  being  given  bj  the  plaintiffs  in  any  action  of  tbe  amount  of  sacb  loss ;  or  tint 
the  same  had  been  occasioned  through  the  de&ult  of  B.  The  declaration  then 
averred^  "  that,  after  the  making  of  the  deed,  B.  received  divers  moneys  which  he 
did  not  accotmt  for,  and  that  the  auditor  certified  that  a  loss  had  been  occadoned  to 
the  plaintiffs  by  means  of  the  premises,  to  the  amount  of  800/^  and  alleged,  as  a 
breach,  the  non-payment  of  that  sum  b^  the  plaintiffs.  Flea  to  the  declaration,  so 
far  as  related  to  the  auditor  having  certified  that  for  thirteen  years  before  the  making 
of  the  deed,  B.  was  collector,  and  during  that  time  had  not  accounted  for  divers 
sums  which  he  received,  and  by  reason  thereof  was,  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed 
in  arrear ;  and  that  the  loss  so  certified  was  the  amount  of  loss  occasioned  as  well  by 
such  arrears  as  by  the  non-accounting  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  without  this, 
that  the  auditor  certified  that  a  loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the  plaintiffs  by  noeans 
of  the  premises  in  the  declaration  mentioned  to  the  amount  of  800/. :  — 
Held,  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  being  a  plea  to  the  damage  only. 
The  Guardians  of  Romford  Union  v.  The  British  Guarantee  Association^  504. 

12.  In  Tresj^s!]  To  a  declaration  in  trespa^ss,  for  breaking  and  entering  a  ck»e 
of  the  p]amti£f|  called  the  stable,  and  breaking  the  doors  uereof,  and  for  seizing 
and  carxying  away  divers  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiff  therein,  the  defend- 
ant pleaded,  under  the  11  Creo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1,  that  at  tne  time  when  the  tresp^s^ 
were  committed,  one  O.  0.  was  tenant  of  certaun  premises  to  the  defendant  at  a 
cert£un  rent,  and  that  half  a  year's  rent  was  then  due  to  the  defendant  from  the  said 
O.  O.,  and  in  arrear  and  unpaid ;  and  that,  within  thirty  days  before  the  said  time 
when,  &c.,  0.  O.  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  conveyed  from  the  premises  held  by 
him  as  such  tenant,  the  goods  and  chattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  bein^  the 
proper  goods  and  chattel  of  the  said  O.  O.,  in  order  to  prevent  the  defendant  trom 
distraimng  them  for  the  rent  in  arrear ;  and  that,  because  the  said  goods  and  chatteb 
so  fraudulentiy  and  clandestinely  conveyed  by  0.  0.  still  remained  in  the  said  dose 
in  which,  &c.,  and  wero  there  locked  up,  to  prevent  them  from  being  seized  as  a  dis- 
tress for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  the  defendant,  whilst  the  rent  remained  due,  and 
within  thirty  days  after  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  so  been  clandestinely  and 
fraudulentipr  conveyed  and  locked  up,  entered  the  said  close,  in  order  to  seize  and 
take  the  said  goods  and  chattels  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent  so  due,  and 
did  at  the  time  when,  &c.,  and  within  thirty  days  after  the  said  goods  and  chattels 
had  been  so  conveyed  as  aforesaid,  seize  uiem  as  a  distress  for  the  said  arrears  dt 
rent ;  and  that,  because  on  that  occasion  the  said  goods  and  chattels  were  put^  and 
kept  in  the  close  locked  up,  so  as  to  prevent  them  from  being  seized  as  a  dis&r^s  fiir 
the  said  arrears  of  rent,  and  so  that  tibe  defend^mt  could  not,  without  breaking  open 
and  entering  the  said  close  seize  the  said  goods,  the  defendant  was  obliged  and  did 
in  order  to  seize  the  said  goods,  first  callmg  to  his  assistance  the  constable  of  the 
place  where  the  said  close  and  goods  were,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statate,  an4 
with  his  aid  and  assistance,  in  the  day  time  break  open  and  enter  tiie  said  dose,  in 
order  to  seize  the  said  goods  and  chattels  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent,  according  to 
the  statute ;  and  that  the  defendant  in  so  doing  did  no  unnecessary  damage,  &c. :  — 

Held,  first,  that  although  it  was  stated  in  the  plea  that  the  goods  were  the  tenant's  at 
the  time  of  the  removal,  it  admitted  them  to  be  the  plaintiff* 's  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure,  as  averred  in  the  declaration,  and  therefore,  that  the  plea  was  not  objection- 
able in  form,  as  amounting  to  an  argumentative  traverse,  that  at  the  time  of  the 
trespass  they  were  the  goods  of  the  plaintifiT.     Williams  v.  Roberts,  482. 

13.  Held,  secondly,  that  the  pica  afforded  a  good  primi  facie  defence  to  the  action 
within  the  11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  a  plea  framed  under  this 
statute,  to  show  that  the  goods  have  not  been  made  the  subject  of  a  bofia  fide  sale  to 
persons  not  privy  to  the  fraudulent  removal,  as  provided  by  the  2d  section ;  that  fact 
must  be  repued.    lb. 

14.  It  is  also  unnecessary  to  state  in  the  plea,  that  the  party  upon  whose  land  the  goods 
are  seized  is  privy  to  the  fraud ;  and  a  previous  request  is  unnecessary,  in  order  to 
give  the  landlord  the  right  to  break  into  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  seizing  the 
goods.    lb. 

See  Bankruptcy.    Condition  Precedent.    Contract.   Payment.    Practice. 
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Averment  of  WUlingness  to  Perform.^ 

Seo  Covenant. 
Of  Accord  and  Satisfaction.'] 

See  Accord  and  Satisfaction. 

Several  Pleas — At  the  same  Time.] 

See  Practice. 

POLICY.' 
Of  Insurance  —  Construction  of] 

Seei  Insurance. 

POWER. 

Exercise  of] 

See  Deed. 

PRACTICE. 

1.  Right  to  Begin,]  Where  a  petition  to  dismiss  an  appeal  for  incompetenov  has  been 
directed  by  the  appeal  committee  to  be  argued  at  tne  bar  of  the  house  oi  lords,  the 
counsel  for  the  petitioner  is  entitied  to  begm.     Geils  v.  OeilSf  1. 

2.  Inspection  of  Machinery.]  Under  the  42d  section  of  the  stat  15  &  16  Vict  c.  8S, 
which  empowers  a  court  of  common  law  to  order  **  an  injunction,  inspection,  or  ac- 
count," in  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent,  an  inspection  of  machinery 
may  be  granted.  But  such  inspection  will  not  be  granted  as  of  course,  and  without 
the  party  applying  for  it  showmg  at  least  that  it  is  material  and  really  wanted  for 
the  purpose  of  the  cause.    Amies  y.  Kelsey^  169. 

^.Application.]    The  appliqpktion  may  be  made  before  declaration.    Ih. 

A.  15  jr  16  Vict.  c.  76.]  Orders  under  the  17th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Proced- 
ure Act  will  in  general  be  granted  absolute  in  the  first  instance,  and  need  not  be 
served.    Barringer  v.  Handleyf  254. 

5.  15  ^  16  Vict.  c.  76  —  Statute  of  Limitations.]  Anori^nal  writ  of  summons  expired 
on  the  8th  of  October  before  ^e  Conmion  Law  Procedure  Act  came  into  operation. 
In  order  to  save  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  the  court  directed  an  alias  writ  to  issue 
under  the  Uniformity  of  Process  Act     Gapp  y.  Rolnnson,  253. 

6.  Substantial  Justice.]  The  court  cannot  depart  from  a  general  rule  of  practice  in 
order  to  do  substantial  justice  in  a  particular  case.    Freeman  y.  TVoncA,  224. 

7.  Judgment  Nunc  pro  Tunc]  The  court  gives  a  party  leave  to  enter  judgment  nunc 
pro  tunc  after  the  expiration  of  two  terms,  only  when  the  delay  has  been  the  act  of 
the  court  itself.    Therefore,  where  the  executrix  of  a  plaintiff  was  unable  to  get 

Srobate  of  the  will  on  account  of  a  caveat  entered  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  by  uie 
efendant  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  this  court,  though  reluctanUy,  refused  to  give 
leave  to  enter  judgment  nunc  pro  tunc  after  the  expmition  of  two  terms.    lb. 

8.  Writ  of  Trial — Assessor's  Notes.]  A  rule  nisi  for  a  nonsuit  in  a  cause  tried  before 
the  assessor  of  the  Liverpool  Passage  Court  was  moved  for  by  counsel  and  granted. 
The  rule  was  drawn  upon  reading  me  writ  of  trial  and  an  affidavit  verifying  the  as- 
sessor's notes :  — 

Held^  on  cause  shown  against  the  rule,  that  without  the  affidavit  the  court  had  no  mate- 
rials on  which  to  entertain  the  motion.     Winch  y.  WiUiams,  228. 

9.  Affidavit.'^  In  the  affidavit  the  deponent  described  himself  as  "  S.,  clerk  to  E.  J., 
Es<^.,  bamster-atrlaw  and  assessor  or  the  Court  of  Passage  of  the  borough  of  L. : " — 

Held,  insufficient  for  not  stating  deponent's  place  of  residence.    I  b. 

10.  Appeal — Paper  Books.]    The  court  refused  to  hear  an  appeal  (or.  to  allow  it  to 
'  stand  over,)  where  the  appellant  had  fiuled,  on  the  respondent's  default,  to  deliver 

copies  of  the  case  to  the  junior  puisne  judges.    Sheddon  v.  Butt^  S25. 

VOL.  XIV.  55 
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11.  Special  Jury.]  Where  the  defendant  has  dul^r  obtuned  a  role  for  a  special  joiy, 
and  the  jury  has  been  struck  and  reduced,  it  is  not  cooipetent  to  the  court  to  mrect 
that  the  cause  be  tried  bj  a  common  jury,  on  the  delendant's  failure  to  sommon 
a  special  jury.    Netvman  y.  GrcAam,  326. 

12.  Notice  of  Trial."^  In  an  action  on  a  judgment  the  defendant  pleads  nii/fieZ  re- 
cord. The  plaintiff  joined  issue,  and  gave  notice  on  Saturday  of  his  intention  to 
produce  the  record  on  the  following  Monday :  — 

Heldy  that  the  notice  was  sufficient    Maguire  v.  Kincaird,  S57. 

13.  Several  Pleas."]  A  trayerse  of  excuse  for  profert  may  be  pleaded  with  other  pleu 
in  bar.    Porch  v.  Cresstoelly  385. 

14.  Demurrers  —  Common  Law  Procedure  Act]  Special  demurrers  pending  at  the 
time  when  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  came  into  operation  are  not  affected 
by  its  provisions,  but  must  be  decided  according  to  the  previous  bw.  Pinhom  r. 
SonsteTf  415. 

15.  Common  Lam  Procedure  AcW]  Where  an  appearance  sec.stat.  has  been  entered 
before  the  24th  of  October,  when  the  15  &  16  Vict  c.  76,  came  into  operation,  the 
27th  and  28tti  sections  of  that  act  do  not  apply.  Goodliffe  t.  NeaveSf  419,  and  see 
Pigot  V.  Jackson,  421. 

16.  Appearance  Sec.  Stat.]  Therefore,  where  a  writ  was  issued  on  the  29ih  of  Sep- 
tember, upon  which  an  appearance  sec.  stat.  was  entered  on  the  8th  of  October,  aod 

'  on  the  27th  of  October,  a  declaration  filed,  with  a  notice  to  plead  indorsed  tliereoo, 

and  no  plea  pleaded :  — 
Held,  that  judgment  signed,  without  any  notice  of  filing  the  declaration  having  been 
'  given  to  the  defendant,  was  irregular,  and  the  judgment  and  execution  thereon  was 

set  aside.    Ih. 

1 7.  Demurring  and  Pleading."]  Where  a  party  applies  for  leave  to  plead '  by  waj  of 
traverse,  and  demur  to  tne  same  pleading,  under  the  15  &  16  Vict  c  76,  s.  80,  lie 
ought  to  swear  that  the  allegations  proposed  to  be  traversed  are  untme.  Lumky  t. 
Gye,  442. 

18.  Farm  of  Oath.]  Semhle  —  that  in  such  cases  if  the  facts  are  within  his  own  pe^ 
Bonal  knowledge,  he  must  swear  positively  to  that  cfiect ;  if  not,  then  that  he  »  w 
informed  and  believes ;  and  if  a  third  person  is  vouched  he  should  show  either  that 
he  has  made  inquiry  of  that  person,  or  that  it  would  be  impossible  or  inconvenient  to 
do  so.    Ih. 

19.  In  an  action  on  a  contract  the  court  allowed  the  defendant  both  to  plead  and  de- 
mur to  the  declaration,  although  the  validity  of  the  contract  had  been  afBnned  on  a 
motion  for  an  injunction  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  to  which  the  defendant  was  a 
party,  and  in  the  decision  of  which  court  he  had  acquiesced.    Ih. 

20.  Rule  to  Plead —  Time  to  Plead,]  An  order  to  plead  several  matters  was  obtained 
after  the  rule  office  was  closed,  upon  the  day  that  the  time  for  pleading  expired. 
The  pleas  were  delivered  the  same  evening,  with  a  copy  of  the  order  ana  a  no«e 
that  \h&  rule  would  be  drawn  up  and  served  as  soon  as  it  could  be  obtained  from  the 
office.    At  ten  o'clock  the  following  day  the  plaintiff  signed  judgment :  — 

Held,  that  the  judgment  was  regular.     GUn  v.  Lewis^  461. 

See  Affidavits.     Bail.    Central   Criminal   Court.    Coats.   Inspsctto^ 
OF  Documents.    Name.    Patent.    Procedendo.    Rates.    Sanndert 

T.  Davies,  532.    Witness. 

PREFERENCE. 
Of  Creditors,] 

See  Insolvent. 

PREROGATIVE. 
See  LsoAOT. 
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PRESCRIPTION. 
See  ABAin>ONMENT. 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

A  Bill  of  Exchange  is  presumed  to  be  accepted  at  or  near  its  date.    Roberts  v.  Bethell, 
218. 

Of  Livery  of  Semn^ 

See  Lease. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  DiSTEEss.    Joint-Stock  Company.    Sheeifi:. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

Covenant  of  Surety  — Pleading.']  A  declaration  stated,  that,  by  a  deed  between  B.  of  the 
first  part,  the  defendants  of  the  second  part,  and  the  plaintiff  of  the  third  part,  after 
reciting  that  B.  had  been  appointed  collector  of  poor  rate  for  the  parish  of  D.,  and 
that  he  had  been  required  to  find  security  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties,  and 
that  the  defendants  had  consented  to  give  such  security,  the  defendants  as  surety  did 
covenant  with  the  plaintiffs  that  B.  should  at  all  times,  whilst  he  continued  in  his  said 
office,  faithfully  account  for  all  sums  which  he  should  receive :  And  the  defendants 
further  covenanted,  "  that  a  certificate  under  the  hand  of  the  auditor  of  the  district, 
stating  the  amount  of  loss,  should  be  conclusive  evidence  against  the  defendants  of 
the  truth  of  the  certificate,  and  that  the  policy  had  become  forfeited  thereby  to  the 
amount  of  the  l6ss  stated  in  such  certificate,  ana  should  form  a  valid  and  binding  chai^ 
and  claim  against  the  defendants,  without  any  further  or  other  proof  being  given  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  any  action  of  the  amount  of  such  loss ;  or  that  the  same  had  been  occa- 
sioned through  the  default  of  B."  The  declaration  then  avwred,  *'•  that,  after  the 
making  of  the  deed,  B.  received  divers  moneys  which  he  did  not  account  for,  and 
that  the  auditor  certified  that  a  loss  had  been  occasioned  to  the  plaintiffs  by  means  of 
the  premises  to  the  amount  of  800/.,  and  alleged,  as  a  breach,  the  non-payment  of 
that  sum  by  the  plaintiffs.  Plea  to  die  declaration,  so  far  as  related  to  the  auditor 
having  certified,  that  for  thirteen  years  before  the  making  of  the  deed,  B.  was  col- 
lector, and  during  that  time  had  not  accounted  for  divers  sums  which  he  received, 
and  by  reason  thereof  was,  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed  in  arrear ;  and  that  the 
loss  so  certified  was  the  amount  of  loss  occasioned  as  well  by  such  arrears  as  by  the 
non-accountin?  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  without  this,  that  the  auditor  certified 
that  a  loss  had  oeen  occasioned  to  the  plaintiffs  by  means  of  the  premises  in  the  de- 
claration mentioned  to  the  amount  of  800/. :  — 

Held  J  on  special  demurrer,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  being  a  plea  to  the  damage  only.  • 
The  Guardians^  Sfc.  of  Romford  Union  v.  The  British  Guarantee  Association,  504. 

See  Bankrupt. 


PRIVILEGE. 

From  Arrest."] 

See  Arrest. 


PROBATE. 

Of  wuu,\ 

See  Will. 
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PROCEDENDO. 

Power  of  Judge  —  Certiorari]  A  judge  at  chambers  has  jniiadiction  to  make  an  or- 
der for  the  issuing  of  a  "wnt  of  procedendo  to  send  back  proceedings  removed  by 
certiorari  from  an  inferior  court,  and  it  is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the^  judge 
whether  or  not  a  smnmons  to  show  cause  should  not  in  the  first  instance  be  granted. 
Regina  v.  Scaife,  147. 

PROHIBITION. 
See  County  Court.    Friendly  Societies  Act. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 
See  Bill  of  Exchanqe. 


When  EntiOed  to  CosU.'] 


From  Legal  Process.'] 


PROSECUTOR. 
See  Costs. 

PROTECTION. 
See  Insolvent. 


PROVISIONAL  COMMITTEB. 

Liability  of,'] 

•   See  Railways. 

PUBLIC  BUILDING. 

What  is,  under  34  Geo.  3,  c.  98.] 

See  Rates. 

PUBLIC  COMMISSIONERS. 
Povoer  to  Borrow.  Money.] 

See  Fraud. 

PUBLIC  PURPOSES. 
See  Rates. 

QUARTER  SESSIONS. 
See  Mandamus. 

RAILWAYS. 

1.  Agreement  with  Landowner.]  A,  a  landowner,  through  whose  estate  a  part  of  a  pro- 
jected railway  was  to  pass,  fiecame  a  party  to  a  deed  with  the  projectors  of  the  rail- 
wajT)  by  which  he  covenanted  to  withdraw  his  opposition  to  their  bill  and  to  oppose 
a  nval  bill,  and  thepr  covenanted  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  of  money  in  case  tneir 
bill  should  pass  within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  deed,  or  to  pay  him  a  differ- 
ent sum  if  the  rival  bill  should  pass  within  eighteen  months  from  tne  date  of  the 
deed.    It  was  then  provided  that,  if  the  bill  of  these  projectors  should  not  be  passed 
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within  ax  montlu  from  the  date  of  the  agreement,  either  party  might  pat  an  end  to 
the  agreement  by  a  notice.  The  deed  then  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
these  projectors,  by  which  thcv  agreed,  if  the  two  companies  should  be  anjaiffam^ted, 
to  pay  a  certain  sum  within  three  months  after  such  amalgamation.  The  deed  was 
dated  on  the  16th  of  March,  1846.  The  two  companies  were  amalgamated  in  June, 
1316 ;  but  no  bill  ever  passed  at  the  instance  of  these  projectors  alone.  In  Novem- 
ber, 1846,  these  projectors  gave  a  notice  to  pat  an  end  to  the  agreement  A  de- 
clared in  covenant  against  uese  projectors  on  that  clause  of  the  deed  by  which  he 
was  to  receive  a  sum  of  money  withm  three  months  afler  the  amalgafnation  of  the 
companies.  The  defendants  pleaded  that  their  bill  had  never  passed  into'  a  law  ; 
that  at  the  end  of  six  montiis  tney  had  given  notice  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement, 
and  that  they  had  not  taken  the  plaintiff's  land. 
Held,  that  this  plea  was  no  answer  to  the  action.     Capper  v.  Earl  of  Lindsay ^  9. 

2.  Liability  forMse  and  Occupation,"]  Where  a  corporation  have  actually  used  and 
occupied  land  for  the  purpose  of  their  incorporation,  by  the  permission  of  the  owner, 
sembie,  that  they  are  liable  to  be  used  in  assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation,  notwith- 

.  standing  they  mtve  not  entered  into  a  contract  under  their  common  seaL  Lowe  v. 
Hie  London  and  NorthrWestem  Railway  Co,  18. 

3.  Implied  Contract."]  But  in  the  case  of  a  railway  company,  sued  Under  the  above 
circumstances,  where  the  8  Vict  c.  16,  s.  97,  (the  Compames  Clauses  Consolidation 
AcO  provides  that  any  contract,  which,  if  made  between  private  persons,  would  be 
valid,  although  made  by  parol  oeJv,  may  be  made  by  paroion  behalf  of  the  company 
by  the  directors,  and  shall  be  binding  on  the  company :  — 

Held,  that  such  a  contract  might  be  presumed  to  have  been  entered  into,  and  that  the 
company  was,  therefore,  liable  to  the  action.    Ih. 

4.  Winding-up  Acts.]  The  12  &  13  Vict  c.  108,  (which  came  into  operation  on  the 
1st  of  August,  1849,)  bv  section  1,  enacts,  that  the  Joint-^tock  Companies  Winding- 
up  Act,  1848  (11  &  12  Vict  c.  45,)  shall  not  apply  to  railway  companies  incorporated 
by  act  of  parliament  The  13  &  14  Vict  c.  83,  ^passed  on  the  14th  of  August,  1850,) 
by  section  30,  provides,  that  notwithstanding  the  provision  in  the  12  &  13  Vict  c. 
108,  that  act,  as  well  as  the  11  &  12  Vict  c.  45,  shall  apply  to  any  incorporated  rail- 
way company,  in  respect  of  which  an  order  for  winding  it  up  may  have  been  made 
previous  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  1849,  and  that  the  proceedings  for  winding  up 
the  same  shall  proceed  and  be  carried  on^  under  the  Winding-up  Acts  of  1848  and 
1849,  or  either  of  them :  — 

Held,  that  thb  clause  was  retrospective  in  its  operation,  and  rendered  valid  proceedings 
for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  an  incorporated  railway  company  taken  before  the 
14th  of  August,  1850.    McKenzie  v.  Sligo  S^  Shannon  Railway  Co.  37. 

5.  IMssolution.]  The  dissolution  of  a  company  by  an  order  absolute  under  the  Joint- 
stock  Companies  Winding-up  Act,  1848,  (11  &  12  Vict  c.  45,)  is  no  bar  to  an  action 
against  the  company,  by  a  creditor.  Neitner  can  the  omission  by  such  creditor  to 
prove  his  debt  before  the  Master  in  Chancery  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  such  an  action  ; 
the  appropriate  remedy  being  under  section  73,  by  an  application  to  a  judge  to  stay 
proceedings  in  the  action  until  after  proof  made.    lb. 

6.  Conversion  by  a  Railway  Carrier.]  The  plaintiffs  intrust  goods  to  the  Y.  and  N. 
1^1.  Railway  Company,  to  be  conveyed  from  H.  to  N.  The  goods  arrive  at  N.,  the 
defendants'  station,  by  the  A.  railway,  belonging  to  an  intermediate  company.  The 
plaintiffs  demand  them  of  the  defendants,  offering  to  pay  any  charges  or  lien,  but 
the  defendants  refuse  to  deliver  them  up,  upon  the  ground  that  by  an  agreement 
with  the  A.  company,  the  latter  had  no  right  to  bring  such  goods  to  the  dcfentlants' 
station,  and  insist  upon  their  being  taken  back  to  the  A.  line  :  — 

Held,  that  the  defendants  were  liable  in  trover  for  the  goods ;  that  the  detention  of 
them  by  the  defendants,  afler  a  demand  made  upon  their  station-master,  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  a  conversion ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entiticd  to  have  their 
goods,  though  brought  by  mistake  or  without  right  on  the  premises  of  the  defend- 
ants.   Rooke  V.  The  Midland  Railway  Co.  175. 

7.  Semble,  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show,  when  they  demanded  the  goods, 
that  they  had  paid  all  charges  of  tne  other  companies,  or  to  produce  an  authority 
fhxn  those  companies  for  the  delivery  of  the  goods.    lb. 
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8.  Covenant  toUh,"]  An  indentare  between  the  plaintiffs  below  and  tiie  defendants 
below,  (a  railway  company,)  after  reciting  that  the  defendants  were  desirous  of  being 
supplied  with  350,000  railway  sleepers^  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  willing  to  sappij 
them  according  to  the  terms  of  a  specification  and  tender,  contained  a  coTenant  bj 
the  plaintiffs  that  they  would  supply  the  sleepers  within  the  time  specified,  ^  as,  and 
when,  and  in  such  quantities,  and  m  such  manner,"  as  the  engineer  of  the  company 
by  order  in  writing,  ^  from,  time  to  time,  or  at  any  time  within  the  period  iimitf^  by 
the  specification,  should  require."  The  spedfic^ltion  stated  that  the  number  of  simpers 
required  was  850,000;  that  one  half  would  haye  to  be  deliyered  in  1847,  and  die 
remainder  by  midsummer,  1848.  The  deed  also  contained  proyisos  that  the  engi- 
neer might  yaiy  the  times  of  deliyery ;  that  the  company  snould  retaun  2,000iL  in 
their  hands  as  security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract,  and  should  pay  it  over 
within  two  months  after  all  the  sleepers  had  been  deliyered ;  and  that  the  contzact 
mi^ht  be  put  an  end  to  upon  default  made  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  upon  their  bankruptey 
or  msolyency :  — 

Held^  First,  that  there  was  an  implied  coyenant  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  take 
the  whole  number  of  850,000  sleepers.  ITie  Great  Northern  Railway  Co,  y.  Harri-' 
son,  189. 

9.  Condidon  Precedent,']  Secondly,  that  an  order  by  the  e^ineer  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  any  deliyery  of  the  sleepers  by  the  plaintiffs.    lb. 

10  Thirdly,  that  the  company  were  bound  to  cause  such  order  to  be  giyen  within  the 
time  limited  by  the  specification.    lb, 

11.  Fourthly,  that  although  the  engineer  had  power  to  alter  the  time  for  the  deliyezy 
of  the  sleepers,  such  power  was  to  be  exercised  within  the  period  limited  by  the  8pe> 
cification.    lb. 

12.  Fifthly,  that  the  engineer  as  to  matters  in  which  he  had  a  discretion,  e.  g.ds  to 
yarying  the  time  of  deliyory  of  the  sleepers,  stood  in  the  position  of  arbitiatiB' 
between  the  parties,  but  as  to  giying  the  order  for  the  deliyery  he  was  a  mere  agent 
of  the  company.    lb. 

13.  Construction.']  The  only  legitimate  rule  of  construction  is  to  ascertain  the  mean- 
ing from  the  language  used  in  the  instrument  coupled  with  such  facts  as  are  admia- 
sifie  in  eyidence  to  aid  its  explanation.  —  Per  Pabk£,  B.    lb. 

14.  Readiness  —  Pleading.]  In  an  action  upon  the  aboye  deed,  on  the  ground  diat 
the  company  had  not  given  any  order  for  we  deliyery  of  sleepers  within  the  speci- 
fied period: — 

Held,  that  it  was  unnecessary  to  ayer  readiness  and  willinmiess  to  deliyer  them,  as  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  bound  to  be  ready  and  willing  until  tne  order  was  giyen.    lb. 

15.  Contract  with  Director  of  Company.]  The  85th  section  of  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict  c.  16,  enacts  that  **  no  person  interested  in  any  con- 
tract with  the  company  shall  be  capable  of  beins  a- director,  and  no  director  shall  be 
capable  of  being  mterested  in  any  contract  wiu  the  company  during  the  time  he 
shall  be  a  director."  The  86th  section  enacts,  that  <'  if  any  director,  at  any  time 
subsequent  to  his  election,  be  either  directly  or  indirectly  concerned  in  any  contract 
with  the  company,  then  the  office  of  such  director  shall  oecome  yacant,  and  he  shall 
cease  from  yoting  or  acting  as  director  :"—r 

Held,  that  if  a  contract  be  entered  into  by  a  director  with  the  company  after  his  elec- 
tion, it  is  not  rendered  yoid,  but  the  office  only  of  a  director  is  yacated.  Foster  y. 
The  Oxford,  Worcester,  {fc.  Railway  Co.  806. 

16.  Pleading.]  Coyenant  by  three  plaintiffs  against  an  incorporated  company  for  not 
accepting  goods  according  to  a  mutual  a^'ement  under  seal.  Plea,  that  at  the  time 
of  making  the  agreement  one  of  the  plamtiffs  was  a  director  of  the  company :  — 

Held,  bad  on  general  demurrer.    lb. 

17.  Tunnel  —  Deviation.]  The  effect  of  the  13th,  14th,  and  15th  sections  of  the  Rail- 
ways Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  \^ct  c.  20,  taken  together,  is,  in  the  case  of 
a  tunnel,  marked  in  the  deposited  plans,  that  the  tunnel  must  be  made  in  the  exact 
position  indicated,  and  that  the  line  cannot  deviate  at  all  at  that  portion  of  it  without 
the  consent  required  by  the  13th  section,  or  special  powers  in  we  local  act  JMUe 
y.  The  Newport,  Abergavenny,  Sfc.  Railway  Co.  809. 
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ATailway  company,  therefore,  without  haying  this  consent  or  special  powers,  wrong- 
fully Beyiated  where  a  tunnel  had  been  marked,  have  not  the  duty  imposed  upon 
them  of  constructing  a  tunnel  in  the  corresponding  portion  of  the  deviating  line.   Ih. 

18.  Q^ifisre^  whether  a  similar  construction  of  the  act  does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  all 
"  engineering  works  ?  " 

19.  SemUe,  that  a  tunnel  made  **  by  cut  and  cover"  is  a  tunnel  within  the  meaning  of 
the  act.    lb.  ^ 

20.  Agreement  to  pay  for  Land.']  A  railway  company,  who  were  promoting  in  par- 
liament a  bill  for  an  extension  of  their  line,  whicn,  if  made,  would  pass  through  the 
lands  of  the  plaintiff,  covenanted  with  the  plaintiff,  "  that  in  the  event  of  die  pro- 
posed bill  passing  in  the  then  session  of  parliament,  the  company  should,  before  they 
should  enter  upon  any  part  of  the  plaintiff's  lands,  pay  to  him  4,900/.  purchase-money 
for  any  portion  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres,  which  the  company  misht,  under  the 
powers  of  their  act,  require  and  take  for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking ;  and  that, 
m  addition  to  purchase-money  as  aforesaid,  tne  company  should  pay  to  me  plaintiff, 
before  they  should  enter  upon  any  part  of  the  said  land,  7,100/.,  as  landlora's  com- 
pensation for  the  damage  arising  to  nis  estate  by  the  severance  thereof,  in  respect  of 
the  lands  not  exceeding  forty-three  acres  to  be  taken  by  them : "  — 

Held  J  that  the  company  were  not  liable  to  ipay  either  of  these  sums,  unless  they  entered 
upon  some  part  of  the  plaintiff's  lands,    fb. 

21.  Illegal  Covenant.']  Held,  also,  that  an  absolute  covenant  to  pay  these  sums  to  the 
plaintiff  by  the  company  would  be  tdtra  vires  and  void.    lb. 

22.  Contract  to  pay  Enmneer.]  In  an  action  by  an  engineer  against  a  provisional 
conunitteeman  of  a  railway  company,  it  appeared  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  commit- 
tee, at  which  the  plaintiff  was  present,  it  was  resolved,  "  that  the  provisional  com- 
mittee disclaim  the  intention  of  taking  on  themselves  any  personal  responsibility  as 
regards  the  expenses  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  in  or  about  the  company,  and  that 
no  such  responsibility  shall  attach  to  them."    At  another  meeting  at  which  the  plain- 

,  tiff  was  also  present,  a  resolution  was  passed,  which  contained  a  statement  that  the 
plaintiff  had  said  **  that  ho  would  make  no  claim  for  his  services  uatil  there  should 
be  sufBcient  funds  of  the  company  to  meet  any  demand  he  might  be  entitled  to 
make."  The  plaintiff  stated  in  a  letter,  that  ^^he  never  understood  that,  unless  the 
project  were  successful,  the  engineers  were  to  abandon  all  claims ;  but  he  did  under- 
stand that  the  individuals  comprising  the  committee  were  not  to  be  held  personally 
liable."  At  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  committee,  it  was  resolved,  '*  that  the  commit- 
tee bind  themselves  to  be  answerable  t«  the  extent  of  1,000/.,  to  be  applied  to  engi- 
neering and  surveying  purposes."  The  scheme  was  abandoned,  and  deposits  to  ue 
amount  of  4,108/.,  whicn  had  been  received  by  the  committee,  we^  returned  to  the 
shareholders ;  — 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was  not  responsible,  the  contract  bein^  that  the  plaintiff 
should  be  paid  out  of  such  funds  as  could  be  properly  applied  in  satisfaction  of  his 
claim,  and  there  were  no  funds  of  that  description.    Landman  v.  Entwistle,  491. 

23.  Liability  of  a  Company.]  Where  a  corporation  is  created  for  certain  purposes,  with 
power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  to  borrow  money  for  the  completion  of  those  purpo- 
ses and  to  secure  the  repayment  of  such  money  by  an  instrument  which  on  its  face 
imports  a  covenant  for  repayment,  if  money  be  so  borrowed  and  so  secured,  and  not 
duty  repaid,  an  action  may  oe  maintained  against  the  corporation  on  breach  of  the 
covenant,  although  there  are  no  specific  statutory  provisions  enabling  them  to  bind 
themselves  by  such  a  covenant!    Eastern  Union  Railway  Co,  y.Hart,  535. 

24.  Mortgage  by  a  Company.]  Money  was  borrowed  by  the  E.  U.  Railway  Company, 
under  the  powers  conferred  by  a  local  act  (7  &  8  Vict.  c.  85,)  whereby  they  were 
authorized  to  borrow,  and  to  secure  repayment  by  mortgage  of  the  railway  and  future 
calls,  (Sect.  37,)  and  to  fix  the  perioa  for  repayment,  in  which  case  Uiey  were  to 
cause  a  period  to  be  inserted  in  the  mortgage  deed,  at  the  expiration«whereof  the 

Srincipal  and  arrears  of  interest  should  be  paid.  TSect  49.^  it  was  further  provi- 
ed,  tnat  if  the  principal  and  interest  were  not  paid  within  six  months  after  they  had 
become  payable,  and  afler  demand  thereof  in  writing,  the  mortgagee  or  bond  cre- 
ditor might  sue  for  the  same,  or  if  his  debt  amounted  to  5,000/.,  he  mi^ht  require  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  (Sect.  52) ;  and  that  if  th^  interest  remamed  unpaid  for 
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thirty  days  afler  it  had  become  due,  and  demand  thereof  made  in  writing,  the 
gage  or  bond  creditor  might  sue  in  an  action  of  debt,  or  might  require  the  a|^wmt- 
ment  of  a  receiver.  (Sect  51.)  It  was  further  enacted,  that  where  no  time  ivas 
fixed  in  the  deed  or  bond  for  the  repayment  of  the  money,  the  creditor  might,  at  any 
time  afler  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage  deed  or  bond,  demand  pay- 
ment of  the  principal,  with  all  arrears  of  interest,  on  ^ving  six  months  previoas 
notice.     (Sect.  66.)  ^ 

25.  DebL"]  In  an  action  of  oebt  upon  a  mortoage  deed  executed  by  the  company  ub- 
der  this  act,  and  which  deed  contained  the  rol&wing  stipulation,  *'  The  pnncipai  snm 
to  be  paid  on  the  1st  of  January^  1851 : "  — 

Heldj  aAuining  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  action  could  be  maintained. 
lb. 

26.  Receiver.]  Held,  also,  that  the  right  of  action  upon  the  mortga^  did  not  depoid 
solely  upon  sects.  51  and  52,  nor  were  the  conditions  therein  mentioned,  namely,  the 
expiration  of  six  months  in  one  case,  and  of  thirty  days  in  another,  after  demand  of 
pa}'ment,  conditions  precedent  to  the  brin^iig  of  an  action  upon  such  mortgage,  bat 
that  such  sections  only  recognized  a  preexisting  right  of  action,  and  added  uiereto 
another  specific  remedy,  namely,  the  appointment  of  a  receiyer,  at  the  option  of  the 
borrower,  after  the  expiration  of  the  above  period. 

27.  Hart  v.  Eastern  Union  Railway  Company,  8  £ng.  Rep.  544,  affirmed.    lb. 

See  Comhok-Cabbisrs. 

RATES. 

1.  Highway  Rates."]  Br  the  Ashton-under-Lyne  Improvement  Act,  12  &  IS  Tict 
c.  85,  s.  25,  power  is  given  to  the  mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses,  to  make  and  levy 
a  highway  rate  upon  the  occupiers  of  all  messuages,  houses,  &c.,  lands,  tenements. 
and  nereditaments  within  the  borough,  for  maintaining  and  repairing  '^  the  present 
highways,  within  the' borough,  when  sewered,  drained,  levelled,  flagged,  paved,  and 
otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  mayor,  &c.,and  such  of  the  present  and 
future  streets  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  declared  public  highways  as  afoce- 
said,  and  the  main  sewers  under  the*  same."  The  borough  of  Auiton-ander-Lyne 
consists  of  a  part  of  one  of  the  four  divisions  of  the  parish  of  Ashton-undeivLyne, 
and  the  whole  of  anodier  of  such  divisions,  the  latter  being  subdivided  into  two 
districts ;  and  before  the  passing  of  the  above  act  each  of  such  districts  separately 
maintained  its  own  highwa}'s,  and  had  its  own  surveyor.  The  greater  part  of  one 
district  was  a  Qountr^r  district  Afler  the  passing  of  the  said  act,  the  mayor,  &c., 
acting  as  surveyors,  laid  a  rate  on  the  ratable  property  within  each  of  the  said  dis- 
tricts, exclusively  for  the  repair  of  such  highways  withm  them  as  had  not  been  sew- 
ered, drained,  levelled,  paved,  flagged,  and  otherwise  completed  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  mayor,  &c. :  — 

Heldy  that  under  the  above  section  of  the  special  act,  taken  in  connection  with  sections 
48  and  49,  of  the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  10  &  11  Vict  c.  34,  the  mayor 
aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  were  empowered  to  make  two  general  rates 
within  the  borough,  one  for  the  repair  of  the  urban  streets  within  the  25th  section 
of  the  special  act,  and  the  other  for  the  repair  of  the  rural  ways  not  within  that  sec> 
tion,  and,  therefore,  that  the  rate  In  question  was  bad.    Regina  v.  Ashtouy  104. 

2.  Poor  Rates  —  Waterworks.']  The  commissioners  6f  the  Huddersfield  Waterworks, 
under  two  private  acts  of  parliament,  were  the  proprietors  of  reservoirs,  &e.,  in  the 

.  township  of  Longwood,  for  the  supply  of  water  to  the  town  of  Huddersfield,  and  to 
secure  a  supply  <n  water  to  certain  mill-owners  and  occupiers  in  Longwood.  The 
commissioners  were  bound  by  their  acts  to  furnish  water  gratis  in  case  of  fire,  to  sap- 
ply  it  at  Id.  per  100  gallons  for  watering  the  streets,  and  to  the  consumers  at  certain 
specified  rates  so  calculated  that  the  water  rents  ^ere  not  in  any  one  year,  after  pay- 
ment of  the  expenses,  to  exceed  11.  10«.  per  cent  on  the  amount  which  should  be 
owing  by  the  commissioners  in  respect  of  the  loan  which  they  were  empowered  to 
raise  on  mortgage  of  the  works  and  water  rents,  and  after  the  discharge  of  the  whole 
of  the  said  loan,  the  water  ^rents  were  to  be  reduced  so  as  Inerely  to  cover  current 
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expenses.  The  commisaioners  were  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  on  the  stun  of 
490^,  the  sessions  finding  that  sum  to  be  the  estimated  net  ratable  value  of  all  the 
resexYoirs,  pipes,  and  other  apparatus  in  Lon^ood,  taken  in  connection  with,  and  as 
part  of  the  entire  works  in  Longwood  and  Huddorsfield^  being  made  up  of  300/.  the 
estimated  net  annual  value  of  afi  the  reservoirs,  and  190/.,  the  net  annual  value  of 
the  pipes  and  other  apparatus  in  Longwood.  The  sessions  also  found  that  a  tenant 
of  the  entire  waterworks,  if  released  from  the  restrictions  in  the  acts  of  parliament, 
and  able  to  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  the  amount  of  water  rents  and  rates,  misht 
calculate  with  reasonable  certainty,  on  a  gross  revenue  of  2,000/.,  and  that,  after  de- 
ducting 800/.,  the  &ir  average  of  the  current  annual  expenses,  and  the  sum  of  1,100/., 
proved  and  admitted  to  be  a  proper  annual  deduction  for  repairs,  renovations,  and 
tenant  profits,  the  residue  of  1,100/.  represented  the  net  ratable  value  of  the  entire 
works ;  but  that  if  such  tenant  was  to  be  considered  as  subject  to  the  restrictions  in 
the  acts,  he  could  make  no  profit  at  all :  — 
Held,  bjr  Coleridge,  J.,  that  substantially  the  consumers,  and  not  the  commissioners, 
as  a  separate  body,  were  the  occupiers  and  the  parties  rated,  and  that  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  water,  and  not  merely  the  water  rents,  constituted  the  value  of  the 
occupation.  That  the  restriction  imposed  by  the  acts  amounted  to  no  more  than  an 
arrangement  between  the  commissioners  and  consumers  as  one  body,  of  the  terms 
upon  which  the  benefits  of  the  occupation  were  to  be  enjoyed,  and  could  have  no 
bearing  on  the  question  of  the  amount  of  ratable  value  as  between  the  consumers 
and  the  inhabitants  of  Lonswood.  That,  therefore,  assuming  the  sum  of  490/1  to 
be  the  proper  proportion  of  the  1,100/.,  which,  according  to  the  above  finding  of  the 
sessions  had  been  arrived  at  on  a  right  principle,  as  the  net  ratable  value  of  the  en- 
tire works,  the  commissioners  were  properly  rated  on  that  amount  for  the  township 
of  Longwood.    Regina  v.  Longwooa,  167. 

8.  Heldy  by  Wiohthan,  J.,  and  Cromfton,  J.,  that  the  principle  put  in  the  finding 
of  the  sessions  of  a  tenant  released  from  restrictions,  and  at  liberty  to  charge  any 
rates  he  pleased^  did  not  furnish  the  proper  criterion  for  ascertaining  tlie  ratable  va- 
lue in  this  particular  case ;  but  as  no  other  ground  was  shown  for  altering  the  ratable 
value  from  490/.,  that  sum  must  be  taken  to  be  as  found  by  the  sessions,  the  proper 
proportion  of  ratable  value.    lb. 

4.  Poor  Rates — Public  Purposes.!  It  is  not  of  itself  a  ground  for  exemption  from 
poor-rates,  that  the  occupiers  of  land  are  trustees  incorporated  under  acts  of  parlia- 
ment for  public  purposes.  It  must  appear  from  the  provisions  of  the  acts  to  have 
been  the  mtention  of  the  legislature  ttiat  the  funds  derivable  from  their  occupation 
should  not  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  poor-rates.  Regina  v.  Tlie  Trustees  of 
Liverpool  Docksy  128. 

5.  Birkenhead  Docks.']  The  trustees  of  the  Birkenhead  Docks  were  empowered  by 
the  acts  incorporating  them,  and  providing  for  the  construction  of  the  docks,  &c.,  to 
borrow  a  certain  sum  on  credit  of  the  rates  and  tolls  granted  by  the  said  acts,  and  of 
any  property  thereby  vested  in  them,  and,  if  necessary,  to  mortgage  the  same.  The 
maximum  tolls  and  dues  to  be  demanded  and  received  by  the  trustees  were  stated 
in  the  acts,  but  the  trustees  were  at  liberty  to  fix  and  determine  the  tolls  to  be 
taken,  provided  they  did  not  exceed  the  amount  stated  in  the  act,  and  from  time  to 
time  to  reduce  or  alter,  and  again  to  raise  such  tolls.  The  acts  further  provided 
that  all  sums  received  from  the  rates  and  tolls,  and  all  sums  arising  from  tSe  sale  of 
any  lands  or  the  rents  thereof,  should  be  applied  by  the  trustees  in  keeping  in  repair 
and  maintaining  the  docks  and  other  works  made  under  the  authority  of  the  acts,  and 
of  paying  officers  and  servants^  and  otherwise  carrying  the  acts  into  execution,  and 
also  to  the  payment  of  interest  and  repaying  the  prmcipal  borrowed  under  such 
regulations  and  conditions  as  the  trustees  might,  from  time  to  time,  think  reasona- 
ble :  — 

Heldy  assuming  all  the  purposes  to  which  the  trustees  were  directed  to  apply  the  sums 
received  by  them  to  be  public  purposes,  that  as  there  was  nothing  m  the  acts  to 
show  that  the  trustees  mignt  not  lawfully  raise  from  the  Tates  and  tolls  a  sum  suffi- 
cient to  meet  such  purposes  and  pay  poor-rates  and  other  charges,  that  they  were 
liable  to  be  rated  to  the  poor-rate  m  respect  of  buildings  upon  the  land  vested  by  the 
acts  in  the  trustees.    lb. 

6.  Paving  Rates — Waterworks  Company.']  By  the  40th  section  of  the  local  Hct,  11 
Geo.  S,  c.  12,  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  act  were  empowered  to  make  rates 
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upon  all  persons  who  '*  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occap3r,  possess,  or  enjoj  anjr  land,  hooae, 
shop,  warehouse,  cellar,  vault,  or  other  tenements  or  hereditaxnents "  witHn  the 
streets,  squares,  &c,  oi  a  certain  district,  such  rates  not  to  exceed  in  anj  one  je« 
"  the  sum  of  Is.  2d.  in  the  poun^  of  the  yearly  rents  or  yearly  Talue  of  such  of  ike 
said  lands,  houses,  shops,  warehouses,  cellars,  vaults,  or  other  tenements  or  heretfita- 
.  ments  respectively,  as  shall  be  situate  in  any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  &c^  the 
greater  part  or  parts  of  which  said  streets,  &c.,  respectively,  shall  be  actnallj  b^iui 
to  be  paved  with  new  or  other  stones  of  a  flat  surface ;  and  not  exceeding  9^.  in  the 
pound  of  the  yearly  rents  or  yearly  value  of  such  of  the  said  lands,  &c,  reqwctiTdy, 
as  shall  be  dtuate  in  any  of  the  streets,  squares,  &c.,  which  shall  be  actoaUy  begun  to 
be  new  paved,  the  footways  whereof  shall  be  constructed  with  new  or  flat  stones,  and 
the  camage-ways  whereof  with  the  old  stones  which  shall  be  taken  up  in  the  same 
or  any  other  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  &c.,  and  not  exceeding  6dL  in  the  pound  of 

.  the  yearly  rents  or  yearly  value  of  such  of  the  said  lands,  &c.,  as  shall  be  situate  in 
any  of  the  said  streets,  squares,  &c.,  which  shall  only  be  repaired  by  virtue  or  in  por- 
Buance  of  this  act."  The  occupiers  of  houses  situate  at  the  comer  of  paved  streets 
were  made  liable  b^  a  special  provision  to  half  of  the  rate  only,  and  the  act  also  con- 
tained special  provisions  as  to  the  rating  of  public  bnildincs  and  other  specified  pro- 
perty, but  which  had  no  express  reference  to  the  pipes  and  other  property;  of  a  cam- 
panv  for  the  sup{)ly  of  water.  The  commissioners  were  empowered  bj  section  tZ, 
to  alter  the  situation  of  the  water  pipes,  &c.,  throughout  the  district. 

Held,  that  under  the  40th  section  an  incorporated  waterworks  company  was  ratable  in 
respect  of  the  nfidns,  pipes,  and  other  apparatus  laid  down  within  Uie  district  of  the 
commissioners.  ,  Begina  v.  The  East  London  Waterworks  Co.  94. 

7.  Rating  of  Gaol,']  The  43  Geo.  8,  c.  128  (local  and  personal,)  for  improving  the 
town  of  Bedfordf,  enacts,  s.  59,  that  Is.  shall  be  assessed  upon  all  gaols,  chapels, 
meedns-houses,  schools,  alm»-houses,  and  other  public  buildings,  church-janls,  efaa- 
pel-yaras,  and  meeting-house  yards,  within  the  said  town,  for  every  yard,  runniz^ 
measure,  of  the  length  in  front  of  such  halls,  gaols,  &c.  The  Gaci  Act,  4  Gea  4, 
c.  64,  s.  481,  enacts  that  every  gaol  for  any  county  or  town,  &c.,  having  excfaaiTe 
jurisdiction  of  felonies  and  misdemeanors,  which  shall  be  sttuate  within  the  lindts 
of  any  other  county  or  town,  shall  be  taken  to  be  part  oi  the  county  or  town  for 
which  it  shall  be  used  as  a  ^aol,  so  long  as  it  shall  be  so  used.  The  county  gaol  of 
Bedfordshire  is  situate  withm  the  town  of  Bedford,  and  the  front  and  part  of  the 
sides  and  the  back  part,  the  latter  consisting  of  a  boundary  wall,  abut  upon  pohlic 
roads  of  the  town.  The  commissioners  under  the  local  act  assessed  the  county  jus- 
tices for  the  frontage  of  the  fore  part,  of  the  back  part,  and  of  part  of  the  sides  of  the 
gaol,  measured  in  running  yards :  — 

Heldf  that  the  gaol  was  not  exempt  from  rating  by  reason  of  the  4  Geo,  4,  c  64,  s.  48, 
as  that  section  related  merely  to  jurisdiction.  ITie  Justices  of  Bedfordshire  v.  Tike 
Bedford  Improvement  Commissioners,  424. 

8.  Houses  of  Governor  of  Goal.!  The  houses  of  the  governor  and  warders  of  a  county 
gaol  were  buUt  outside  a  wall  inclosing  an  area,  within  which  the  gaol  stood.  The 
front  door  of  the  governor's  house  opened  into  the  public  street  ^ere  was  an  out- 
let through  the  back  wall  of  the  house  to  the  area.  The  houses  of  the  warders  were 
similarly  situated,  but  did  not.  communicate  by  the  back  wall  with  the  area.    The 

fovemor  and  warders  had  the  occupation  of  three  houses  only  in  respect  of  their 
eing  such  officers,  and  the  accommodation  of  their  houses  was  not  more  than  was 
proper  and  convenient  forpersons  having  their  duties  to  peiform ;  and  dieir  constant 
residence  in  their  houses  was  an  important  part  of  their  duties :  — 
Held,  that  they  were  not  liable  to  be  rated.     The  Justices  of  Bedfordshire  r.  The  Over^ 
seers  of  St.  Paid,  424. 

9.  ^  Union  Workhouse.']  An  union  workhouse  was  erected  by  an  ineorpoiataon  of  Kuanl- 
ians,  under  the  84  Geo.  8,  c.  98,  the  19th  section  of  which  enacts  ^that  all  buudings 
to  be  erected  by  virtue  of  that  act  shall  be  free  from  all  parliamentary  and  parochial 
taxes,  except  such  and  to  such  amount  as  they  were  assessed  to,  at  the  dme  they 
were  first  taken  and  applied.*'  It  was  afterwards  rented  by  the  guardians  of  a  poor- 
law  union,  formed  under  the  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76 : — 

Held,  that  the  workhouse  was  a  **  public  building  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  above  lo- 
cal act,  and  that  it  was  liable  tob^  rated  under  that  act,  the  rate  in  question  not  being 


INDEX.  669 


Common  Law. 


a  "  parliamentary  or  parochial  tax  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  84  Greo.  3,  c.  98. 
Guardians  of  the  Bedford  Union  ▼.  The  Bedford  Improvement  Commissioners^  425. 

10.  Infirmary — PvhKc  Buiiding.']  An  infirmary  is  a  "public  building,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  local  act  The  Governors  of  the  Bedford  Infirmary  v.  The  Bed- 
ford Improvement  Commissioners^  4^1 . 

X\,  Frontage,"]  '  In  all  the  above  cases,  and  the  other  subject-matters  of  rating  men- 
tioned in  the  local  act,  the  rate  ought  to  be  imposed  upon  so  much  of  the  frontage 
of  the  several  buildings  and  ground  as  abuts  upon  a  public  carriage-road  or  pubSc 
footway.    Ih. 

12,  Right  to  hegin,'\  In  a  special  case,  stated  under  the  12  &  13  Yict  c.  45,  die  par- 
ties supporting  tne  affirmative  (the  respondents  in  the  present  cases)  are  entitled  to 
begin.    Ih* 

READINESS. 
Averment  of ^ 

See  Covenant. 


REASONABLE  TDIE. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange. 

RECEIVER. 
See  Railwatb. 

RECEIVING  STOLEN  GOODS. 
See  HnsBANn  and  Wife. 

RECOGNIZANCE. 

Form  q/I]  Upon  removal  of  an  indictment  by  certiorari  from  the  Sessions  of  the 
Queen's  Bench,  the  sureties  in  the  recognizance  become  bound  as  sureties  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  in  the  event  of  a  verdict  being  found  for  the  crown,  although  there 
are  no  words  to  that  effect  in  the  conditions  to  the  recognizance ;  the  3d  section  of 
the  5  &  6  Will.  &  M.  c.  11,  being,  in  effect,  incorporated  with  the  recognizance. 

The  recognizance  was  stated  to  have  been  entered  into  before  ^'  J.  T.,  Esq.,  one  of  the 
justices  for  the  county  of,"  &c. :  — 

Ueld^  good.    Regina  v.  Hodgson,  456. 

REFERENCE. 
See  Condition  Pbecedent. 

REMOVAL. 
See  Faupbb. 

RENTrCHARGK 
See  Lease. 
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EENT. 
See  Bepleyik. 

•     KEPEAL. 
Of  a  Statute — Its  Effect  on  Proceedings.'] 

See  Indictment. 

REPLEVIN. 

1.  Aoovory —  Tilhe  Free,]  Replevin.  Avowry,  that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  the 
defendant,  at  a  rent  of  400/.  a  year.  The  plaintaff  being  the  owner  of  a  farm  and 
lessee  of  the  tithe  commutation  rent-charge,  under  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  W.,  at 
a  rent  of  60/.  a  year,  let  the  land  verbally  to  the  defendant,  at  a  rent  of  400/.  a  year, 
tithe  free :  —    * 

Held,  that  as  by  the  80th  section  of  the  Tithe  Commutation  Act,  6  &  7  WilL  4,  c.  71, 
m  the  event  of  the  defendant  distraining  for  the  tithe  sent,  she  would  be  compelled 
to  allow  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  in  account;  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  to  the  defend- 
ant, at  a  rent  of  400/.,  and  therefore  that  the  avowry  was  proved.  Meggigon  r.  Bovxs^ 
364. 

2.  Avowry — Bent,]  Replevin.  Avowry  '^  that  the  plaintiff  for  alon^  time,  to  wit,  for 
all  the  time  during  which  the  rent  hereinafter  mentioned  to  be  distrained  for,  was 
accruing  due,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  held  and  enjoyed 
the  said  close  in  which,  &c.,  as  tensgit  thereof  to  the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  a  cer- 
tain demise  thereof  theretofore  made  at  and  under  a  certain  rent,  to  wit,  the  yearir 
rent  of  80/.,  and  because  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  80/.,  of  die  rent  aforesaia, 
for  a  certain  time,  to  wit,  one  j^ear,  ending  on  the  29th  of  September,  A.  D.  1851,  oo 
the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  and  fh>m  thence  until  and  at  the  said  time  when, 
&c.,  was  due  and  in  arrear"  the  distress  was  taken.    Plea  in  bar,  Hens  in  arrert. 

At  the  trial  it  was  proved,  that  there  was  no  rent  due  for  the  year  ending  the  29tib  of 

September,  1851,  but  that  a  pordon  of  the  previous  year's  rent  was  due :  — 
Heldf  that  the  plaintiff  was  entided  to  the  yeraict    Roskruge  v.  Caddg,  452. 

REPLICATION. 
See  Pleading. 

REPRESENTATIONS. 
See  Insurance. 

RESIDENCE. 
See  Pauper.    Practice. 


RESOLUTION. 
Of  Judge  in  4  Moore  ^  ScoU,  484.] 

See  Practice.     • 

RESPONDEAT  SUPERIOR. 
•  See  Sheriff. 


INDEX.  661 


Common  Law. 


Injury  to —  Remedy.'^ 


Dangers  ofJ\ 


BEVERSION. 
See  Action  on  thb  Case. 

REVOCATION. 
See  Condition  Prbcxdent. 

RIGHT  TO  BEGIN, 
See  Fbactige.    Rates. 

ROADS. 
See  Bill  of  Lading. 


ROBBERS. 
Los9  hy —  To  Exonerate  Carriers^] 

See  Common-Cabbiebs. 

RULES. 
Reg.  Gen.  HiL  tenn,  2  Will  4,  c.  1, 8.  6-— M 


SALARY. 

Yearly — ApportionmentJ] 

See  Contract. 


SALE. 

Growing  Crcps,]  A  father,  in  expectation  tbat  a  judgment  would  be  recovered  agiunst 
bim,  tranflferred  his  farm  to  Ins  son : 

Heldf  that  if  the  jury  found  that  the  transfer  was  reallj  made,  the  growing  crops  be- 
longed to  the  son.    Stevenson  v.  Dickenson^  510. 

Absolute  or  Condiiional>2 

See  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 


SATISFACTION  OP  JUDGMENT. 
See  Judgment. 

SEAL. 

« 

When  Necessary  to  a  Contract  by  a  Corporation.'] 

See  Railways. 


SECURITY, 
For  Costs.} 

See  Costs. 

« 

VOL.  XIY.  56 
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SEPARATE  PROPERTY. 
See  Bakkbupt. 

SERVANT. 

MonUCs  Notice —  GovemeM^    A  governess  is  not  within  the  rule  applicable  to  : 

or  domestic  servants,  that  upon  a  general  hiring,  the  service  may  oe  determined  bj 
a  month's  notice  or  payment  of  a  month's  wages.     Todd  v.  Kerrickf  438. 

SESSIONS, 

1 .  Interested  Justice."^  Upon  the  trial  of  a  parish  appeal,  F.  S.,  one  of  the  justices,  who 
was  a  rated  inhabitant  of  the  appellant  parish,  was  on  the  bench  daring  the  hearing, 
and  in  the  conrse  of  the  proceedings,  referred  the  chairman  of  the  Quarter  Serous 
to  some  of  the  documents  put  in  evidence.  Upon  an  observation  being  made  that 
he  was  a  party  interested,  F.  S.  stated  that  he  should  take  no  part  in  &e  decision^ 
but  he  remained  in  court  until  the  final  decision,  which  was  in  &,tot  of  the  appellants. 
It  was  sworn  that  he  did  not  vote  or  give  any  opinion  upon  the  question  at  issue,  nor 
did  he  influence  the  decision  of  the  other  justices  present,  ana  that  if  he  had  not 
believed  that  the  parties  were  satisfied  with  his  assurance  that  he  would  take  no  part, 
he  would  have  retired  from  the  court  during  the  trial:  — 

Held,  that  under  the  above  circumstances,  the  order  of  sessions  was  invalid  by  iieasoB 
of  the  presence  of  the  interested  justice.    Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  SuffoUc,  90. 

2.  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s,  5.]  Held,  also,  that  notice  of  an  intention  to  move  forarerdioran 
under  13  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  s.  5,  was  properlv  served  on  F.  S.,  as  a  justice  <^  by  and  be> 
fore  whom  the  order  of  sessions  was  maae."    lb. 

3.  Form  of  Notice."]  The  notice  stated  that  application  would  be  made  for  a  certiorwri 
^  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  "  of  the  respondent  parish,  and  was  signed  *'  J.  M.,  ait- 
tomey  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  respondent  parish : " — * 

Held,  to  be  sufiident.    Ih, 

SET-OFF. 

4.  DeU  due  Executor!]  Where  a  defendant  is  sued  as  executor  for  a  debt  which  accrued 
due  firom  his  testator  during  his  lifetime,  he  mav  set  off  a  debt  which  has  accrued  due 
from  the  plaintiff  to  him  as  executor  since  the  death  of  his  testator.  JklardaU  v. 
Thelluson,  74. 

5.  2  Greo.  2,  c.  22.]  Such  debts  are  mutual,  and  due  in  the  same  ri^t,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  2  Geo.  2,  c.  22 ;  the  second  clause  ci  which,  auihorizmg  the  setoff  a^unst 
an  executor  of  debts  due  from  the  testator,  does  not  limit  the  operation  of  the  pro- 
ceding  clause,    lb. 

6.  BlakesleyY,  SmaUwood,  8  Q*  B.  Rep.  538,  approved.  Shipman  v.  Thampsofij  Willes, 
R.  103,  explained.    lb. 

SETTLEMENT. 

By  a  Joint'Tencait — Payment  of  Rent.']  William  Atkinson  occupied  a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling-house  and  fiirm  ih  tne  parish  of  H.,  which  were  let  to  him  and  his 
fiither,  Thomas  Atkinson,  as  joint  tenants,  the  rent  and  value  of  die  land  itself  being 
sufficient  to  confer  a  settlement  on  both.  The  fiither  resided  on  another  &rm,  at  a 
distance,  but  he  bond  fide  paid  the  rent  of  die  farm  occupied  by  his  son.  In  die 
rate-books  of  H,  "  Mr.  Atkinson "  appeared  as  the  name  of  the  occupier  of  the 
house  and  &nn  in  respect  of  two  rates,  and  in  a  third  rate  the  name  or  '<  Thomas 
Atkinson  "  appeared.  The  overseers  had  demanded  and  received  payment  of  these 
rates  from  the  father: — 

Held,  that  the  sessions  were  justified  in  finding,  first,  that  there  was  sufiident  occupa- 
tion and  payment  of  rent,  as  well  as  a  sufficient  assessment  to  and  payment  of  rates, 
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to  confer  on  TVilliam  Atkinson  a  settlement  in  H.,  under  the  1  Will.  4,  c.  18,  and 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76 ;  and,  secondly,  that  he  had  sufficiently  been  charged  with,  and 
paid  his  share  of  the  public  taxes,  to  gain  a  settlement  in  H.,  under  the  3  &  4  Will. 
&  M.  c.  11.    Regina  ▼.  The  Inhabitants  of  Husthtoaite^  111. 


See  Paupbb. 


SHABEHOLDER. 
Bights  of,'] 

See  Joikt-Stock  Compant 


SHAKES. 
Order  of  Judge  Charging  Shares."] 

See  Joint-Stoge  Company. 

SHERIFF. 

1.  Levying  Ftnes,]  By  the  8  Geo.  4,  c.  46,  8.  2,  fines  imposed  at  quarter  sessions  are  to 
be  inserted  on  uie  roll  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  ana  a  copy  thereof,  together  with 
a  writ  of  distringas  and  capias^  is  to  be  sent  by  him  within  twenty-one  days  to  the 
sheriff,  which  is  to  be  the  ^er^Bf 's  authority  for  levyii^  such  fines.  By  sect  S,  the 
clerk  of  the  peace,  before  sending  the  roll  to  the  sheriff  is  to  make  oath  that  the  roll 
is  truly  made,  up,  and  that  the  fines  are,  to  the  best  of  his  knowlege,  inserted  therein, 
and  that  all  fines  paid  to  or  received  by  him  are  inserted  therein,  without  any  wilful 
omission :  —  • 

Held,  that  on  such  roll  and  writ  being  sent  to  the  sheriff,  his  duty  is  not  merely  minis- 
texial ;  but  that,  if  he  has  received  the  fine,  he  must  not  proceed  to  levy  it,  although 
it  may  appear  upon  the  roll  to  be  unpaid.     Wildes  v.  Morris f  187. 

2.  Qerk  of  the  Peace,]  Held,  also,  that  if  the  clerk  of  the  peace  has  received  the  fine, 
he  must  enter  it  upon  the  roll  as  paid ;  and  that  if  the  sheriff  has  received  it,  and 
that  fact  is  known  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  he  may  enter  it  upon  the  roll  as  paid ; 
but  qucere,  in  this  latter  case,  if  he  is  bound  so  to  enter  it    1  b, 

8.  By  the  59  Geo.  8,  c.  28,  two  courts  ma^  be  held  at  quarter  sessions,  and  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  is  to  appoinl  a  fit  and  sufficient  person  to  record  the  proceedings  in  the 
second  court,  and  such  proceedings  are  to  be  delivered  over  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
and  to  be  eaually  deemed  a  part  of  the  records  as  if  recorded  by  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  himseif,  and  the  justices  may  make  an  order  on  the  treasurer  to  pay  to  tilie 
clerk  of  the  peace  such  sum  as  they  shall  deem  a  reasonable  remuneration  to  the 
clerk  for  such  purpose.    lb, 

4.  Qucere,  whether  the  person  so  appointed  is  the  servant  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  so 
as  to  render  the  latter  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  former,  or  so  as  to  make  a  re- 
ceipt by  such  persoQ,  of  a  fine  imposed  at  quarter  sessions,  a  receipt  by  the  clerk  of 
the  peace ?    lb. 

5.  Qucere,  also,  if  such  person  has  authority  to  receive  fines  imposed  at  quarter  sessions, 
so  as  thereby  to  charge  the  clerk  of  the  peace  with  the  receipt  of  them  ?    lb. 

6.  Where  such  person  had  received  in  court  a  fine  so  imposed,  and  had  handed  it  over 
to  the  undersheriff,  but  made  no  record  of  such  parent,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
not  knowing  that  such  pa^'ment  had  been  made,  mserted  the  fine  on  the  roll  as  un- 
paid, and  the  sheriff  thereupon  levied  the  fine :  — 

Held,  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  not  bound  to  enter  the  fine  as  paid  unless  his 
appointee  was  his  servant,  acting  within  hb  authority.    lb, 

7.  Held,  also,  that  the  sheriff  ought  not  to  have  levied  the  fine ;  and,  per  Erle,  J.,  that 
he  was  responsible  to  the  party  levied  upon  for  having  done  so.    lb. 
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8.  Fee — Dufrm^as.l  A  levy  haying  been  made  under  a  writ  of  dUtringas,  the  debtand 
costs  irere  paid,  when  the  sheriff  refosed  to  return  the  40;.  issues  unless  he  iru  it 
lowed  a  << discfaarse  fee"  of  4*.  6</.:— 

Heldy  that  the  sheriff  was  not  entided  to  such  fee.    Taylor  ▼.  Warrington,  166. 

See  Officer. 


SHIPS  AND  SHIPPING. 

1 .  Charter-Party  —  Freight,']  The  defendant  chartered  a  ship  to  bring  from  Boobaj,  at 
3^  5«.  per  ton,  a  carg^,  not  beine  his  own,  but  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  profit  od 
an  increased  rate  of  freight  The  defendant's  agents  nUed  tiie  carrying  part  of  the 
yessel  and  then  the  cabm  with  their  own  goods,  which  were  consigned  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  their  factor,  for  sale.  There  was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  the  smtnnt 
to  be  paid  for  the  cabin  freight  The  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  plaintiff  more 
than  S/.  bs,  per  ton  for  the  freight  of  the  cabin  goods,  but  had  chaiged  his  ageots 
with  the  |>ayment  of  7/.  per  ton,  and  had  allowed  them  commission  at  that  late.  The 
goods  having  been  stopped  for  t&e  non-payment  of  a  biU  of  exchange,  given  in  re- 
spect of  them,  the  defendant,  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  hilJ  hanfig 
been  paid,  obtained  possesion  of  the  eoods :  — 

HM,  fint,  that  the  judge  rightly  directed  the  jury  that,  although  the  defendant's  agents 
at  Bombay  had  no  authority  to  put  the  goods  mto  the  cabin,  yet  tf  they  did  so,  and 
the  defendant  on  the  sbijp's  arrival  took  to  them  and  received  the  fiei^t,  he  ivas 
bound  to  pay  the  plaintinthe  current  freight,  and  was  not  confined  to  the  chaIte^ 
freight  of  31.  5«.  per  ton.    Mkheson  v.  iVtco^  398. 

2.  And,  secondly,  that  the  action  was  not  brought  too  soon,  for  that  the  taking  to  the 
cabin  cargo  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  freight  rendered  the  defendant  liable 
irrespectively  of  the  possession  obtained  ^ter  action  brought.    lb. 

3.  Riaht  of  Master  to  sell  Cargo  for  Repairs,']  A  declaration  in  assumf>sk  stated  that  the 
derenduit  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  ship  at  a  certain  port  beyond  we  seas,  and  boond 
from  thence  to  London ;  that  the  plaintifi^  caused  certam  goods  to  be  shipped  on  board 
the  said  ship  at  the  said  port,  to  be  carried  thence  to  London,  and  then  delivered  to 
the  plalntifts  for  certain  freight;  that  the  ship  set  sail  and  proceeded  on  her  To^sge; 
that  having  been  injured  b^  tempestuous  weather,  the  master  was  obUged  to  nut  into 
the  port  of  Monte  Video,  in  oraer  to  have  her  repaired ;  that  to  pay  for  tae«  re- 
pairs, it  became  necessary  for  the  master  to  raise  money,  and  without  his  so  doing 
the  vessel  wotild  have  been  xmable  to  leave  the  port;  and  that  the  master  not  being 
able  to  obtain  the  money  otherwise,  took  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  and  sold  them  for 
a  certain  sum,  with  which  he  paid  the  expenses  of  the  repairs ;  that  the  defendant 
promised  to  piay  the  plaintiffs  the  value  for  which  the  goods  would  have  been  eoM 
had  they  been  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  in  London. 

Plea,  so  fiur  as  the  declaration  claims  or  seeks  to  recover  damages  beyond  the  valoeof 
the  ship  and  freight  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  respect  of  the  breaches  of  prooiiK 
complained  of,  tl^t  the  plaintiffs  ought  not  to  maintain  their  action  to  recover daoa- 
ges  to  a  greater  amount  than  aforesaid,  because,  afler  the  goods  were  shipped,  and 
before  any  part  had  been  conveyed  to  London,  and  whilst  Siey  were  in  the  costodj 
and  under  tne  control  of  the  master,  the  master  wrongfully  and  without  an^  author- 
ity fit)m  the  defendant,  and  without  his  knowledge,  privity,  or  consen^  ^nii 
goods,  and  the  defendant  thereby  was  unable  to  defiver  them  to  the  plaintiffs.  Thai 
tne  defendant,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  was  the  owner  of  a  Briti^  ship  duh'  r^ 
tered;  that  the  goods  were  shipped  by  being  received  into  the  custody  of  the  Pias- 
ter ;  and  that  the  defendant  never  personally  accepted  or  received,  nor  did  he  inter- 
fere with  them  or  the  shipping  or  the  sale,  except  as  such  owner  (k  the  vessel ;  that 
the  shipping  and  sale  took  place  after  the  1st  of^ September,  1818,  and  that  the»lc 
was  done  without  the  fault  or  privity  of  the  defendant;  and  further  that  the  valae 
of  the  ship,  together  with  the  value  of  the  freight  due  or  to  grow  due  during  tw 
voyage,  did  not  exceed  a  certain  sum  therein  named :  —  , 

Heldf  on  special  demurrer,  first,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  was  pleaded  merely  to  tse 
damages.    Atkinson  v.  Stephens,  407. 


INDEX.  665 


Common  Lair. 


4.  Damages  for  Goods  so  Sold  —  PUadingJ]  Secondly,  that  when  goods  forming  part  of 
the  freight  of  a  ship  have  been  sold  at  an  intermediate  port  to  defray  expenses  ne- 
cessarily incurred  in  repairing  the  vessel,  the  merchant  is  not  entitled  to  claim  from 
the  ship-owner  the  price  which  they  mio;hthave  realized  at  the  port  of  delivery  unless 
the  ship  arrives ;  and  that  as  the  dec&ration  did  not  contain  any  averment  of  the 
arrival  of  the  ship  at  her  port  of  destination  it  was  bad.    lb, 

5.  53  Geo.  3,  c.  159.]  Semtle^  that  the  plea  did  not  bring  the  case  within  the  53  Gea 
3,c.  159.    lb. 

See  Bill  of  Lading. 


SLUICE. 
See  Deed. 

SPECIAL  DEMURRER. 

See  Pbactice. 

# 

SPECIAL  JURY. 

See  PsAGTiCE. 

« 

SPECIAL  TRAVERSE. 
See  Pleading.  ^ 

SPECIAL  CONTRACT. 
See  Common-Cabriers.  ^ 

SPECIAL  BAIL. 
See  Bail. 

SPECIFICATION. 
See  Patent. 

STAKEHOLDER. 
See  Evidence. 

STAMP. 

1 .  Agreement  -*-  Memorandum.'\  An  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  plantifis 
and  R.  O.,  and  the  defendants,  by  wmcK  the  former  were  to  withdraw  their  oppoei- 
tion  to  the  passing  of  an  dct  of  parliament  for  reclaiming  certain>  waste  land,  in  con- 
mderation  of  the  payment  of  1,000^.  and  the  allotment  to  them  of  certain  portions  of 
the  waste  land,  and  it  was  stamped  with  a  35s.  stamp.  A  few  weeks  afterwards  the 
following  memorandum  was  indorsed  upon  it:  —  "Memorandum.  It  is  understood 
between  theparties  within-named,  that  the  within-mentioned  wardens  and  commonalty 
[the  plaintififs]  and  the  said  R.  O.,  are  only  severally,  and  not  jointly,  held  and  bound  for 
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the  fulfilment  of  the  vithinHnentioned  agreement  on  their  own  veapectiTe  parlif  but 
not  for  each  other ;  and  that  the  snm  of  IfiOOLy  within  mentioned  to  he  paid  to  the 
said  wardens  and  commonalty,  is  for  certain  costs  and  expenses  which  thejf  the 
ssud  wardens  and  commonalty,  have  been  pnt  to  durine  the  present  year,  partitj 
in  the  srsrvey  made  by  Mr.  M'N.,  and  for  nis  plans  and  Talnations,  which  snirey, 
plans,  and  yaloations  the  several  persons  within-named  to  be  parties  of  the  third 
part  are  to  have  the  benefit  of,  but  that  they  are  to  be  forthwith  retomed  to  the  said 
wardens  and  commonalty  if  the  said  sum  of  1,000/,  shall  not  be  duly  paid  as  within 
'  mentioned ;  and  it  is  also  aflreed,  that  the  within-mention^  agreement  fi>r  with- 
drawing the  opposition  and  facilitating  the  bill  as  within  mentioned,  shall  only  be 
and  remain  in  rorce  for  the  present  session  of  parliament,  1887  and  ISSS.**  Tlie 
memorandum  was  stamped  with  a  12.  stamp,  and,  together  with  the  agreement,  coo- 
tained  more  than  1,080  words :  — 

Held,  that  the  memorandum  was  a  distinct  af|;reement  and  so  sufildently  stamped  with 
a  12.  stamp.    Fishtnongera  Company  v.  Dvnadale^  197. 

2.  Heldy  also,  that  if  it  had  incorporated  the  agreement  on  winch  it  was  indorsed,  the 
number  of  words  in  the  agreement  was  immaterial,  and  that  then  it  was  a  case  not 
exactly  met  by  the  words  of  the  Stamp  Act    Ih, 

See  Eyidencb. 


STATUTES. 
Repeal  of — Effect  on  Cases  Pending.'] 

See  Ikbicthent. 


STATUTES  CTTED,  EXPOUNDED,  &a 

8  Hen.  6,  c  7, 299 

8  Hen.  6,  c.  7, 2G4 

10  Hen,  6,  c  2I 299 

11  Hen.  6,  c.  27 •        .        .        .  264 

13  Eliz.       c.  10,  8.  8, 451 

43  Eliz.       c.  2,  s.  1, 133 

29  Car.   2,  c.  2,  s.  4, 350 

Anne     c  14,  s.  1,       .        •        .        . 451 

2  Geo.  2,  c.  22, .        .        .        .74 

8  Gea  2,  c.  25,  s.  15, 826 

9  Geo.  2,  c.  36,          .        .        .^ 229 

11  Geo.  2jc.  19,      .        .        .     ' 489 

11  Geo.  2,  c.  19,  s.  1, .        .        .  432 

18  Geo.  2,  c.  18,  8.  5, 299 

18  Geo.  2,  c.  18, 264 

24  Geo.  2,  c.  44, 8. 8,       .        .        •        . 394 

11  Geo.  8,  c  12, 94 

84  Geo.  8,  c.  98, 430 

43  Geo.  8,  c.  49, 116 

48  Geo.  3,  c.  128, .        •        .        .  425 

57  Greo.  8,  c.  29, 69 

69  Geo.  8,  c.  28, 181 

8  Greo.  4,  c.  46,          .        • 181 

4  Geo.  4,  c.  64, 8. 48, .        .        .  425 

6  Gea  4,  c  16,  s.  56, 403 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 8.  84) 334 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  16, 8. 63, .        .        .  449 

6  Geo.  4,  c.  57, 113 

6  Greo.  4,  c.  120,  8.  5,         * 1 

7  &  8  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  s.  53, •        .  135 

9  Gea  4,  c.  61,  s,  26, 555 
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10  Geo.  4,  c.  56,8.  27,     . 
3&4  WilL&M.c.  11,    « 
5&6  Will.  &M.  ell, 
5  &  6  Wm.  &  M.  c.  11,  8.  2, 
5  Si  6  Will.  &M.  0.11,8.3, 

1  Will  4,  c.  18, 
•  1  Will.  4,  c.  66,  8. 10,    . 

I  &  2  Will  4,  c.  56,  8.  25, 

2  WiU.  4,  c.  89,      . 
2  Will.  4,  c.  45,  8.  32, 

3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  42,  8.  23,     . 
4&5  WilL  4,0.  36,8.16, 

4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  76,      . 

4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22, 
5&6  Will.  4,0.  76,8.17,      . 

5  &  6  WilL  4,  c.  76, 

6  &  7  Will.  4,  0.  71,      . 

1.      Vict  0.  26, 

1       Yict  0.  26,  8.  26,     . 

1       Vict  c  38,  8. 18, 
1  &    2  Vict,  c  110,    . 
1  &    2  Vict  c.  110, 
1  &    2  Vict  c.  110,    . 
1  &    2  Vict  c  110,  8.  14, 
1  &    2  Vict  Clio,  8.87,44, 
3  &    4  Vict  0.  61,  8.  2,  . 

6  Vict  c.  18,  8.  7, 
6  &     7  Vict  0. 18, 

6  &     7  Vict  c.  18,  8.  50  &  64 

7  &    8  "^ct  0.  79, 
7  &    8  Vict  0.  85,      . 
7  &    8  Vict  0.  96, 
7  &    8  Vict  c.  101,  8.  85,    . 
7  &    8  Vict  c.  110, 

7  &    8  Vict  c.  110,  8.  44, 

8  Vict  0. 16,  8.  97, 

8  Vict  c.  20,  8. 13, 14, 15, 

8  &    9  Vict  0.  6,    . 

8  &    9  Vict  c.  16,  8.  85, 86, 

9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  8.  60, 
9  &  10  Vict  0.  95,  8.  58,     . 
9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  8. 65, 
9  &  10  Vict  c.  95,  8. 128,  . 

10  &  11  Vict  e.  34, 
10  &  11  Vict  c.  102,    . 

10  &  11  Vict  0.  225, 

II  &  12  Vict  c.  43,  8.  81,     . 

11  &  12  Vict  c.  45, 

12  &  13  Vict  c.  35,      . 
12  &  IS  Vict  0.  103, 8.  5, 
12  &  13  Vict  c.  106,    . 
12  &  13  Vict  0. 106, 

12  k  13  Vict  c  108,    . 

13  &  14  Vict  c.  61, 
13  &  14  Vict  c.  61,   . 
13  &  14  Vict  c  61,  8. 1, 
13  &  14  Vict  c  91,  8.  91,  . 

13  &  14  Vict  C.  115,8.22, 

14  &  15  Vict  0.  19,  8. 1, 

14  &  15  Vict  0.  99,  8.  6, 

15  &  16  Vict  c  76,   . 
15  &  16  Vict  C.  76, 


896 
111 
144 
456 
458 
111 
556 
449 
421 
823 
255 
135 
111 

28 
149 
555 
864 

49 

41 
168 

84 
161 
447 
890 
.  77 
145 
267 
256 
825 
180 
535 
421 
172 
886 
285 

18 
809 
276 
806 

45 
163 
294 
858 
104 

84 
541 
555 

87 
104 
102 
245 
860 

87 
479 
858 
294 
555 
896 
568 
518 
258 
415 
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15  &  16  Vict  c.  76, 469 

15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  B.  80, 442 

15  &  16  Vict  c.  88,  8.  42, 169 

15  &  15  Vict  c.  83,  B.  42, 460 


Manufacture  o/*.] 


STEEL. 
See  Patent. 


STOCKHOLDEIL 
Liability  q/I] 

See  Joint-Stock  Compant. 

STOPPAGE  IN  TRANSITU. 

1.  Bm  (^Exchange."]  In  1845,  the  defendants,  commission  agents  in  London,  wxote  to 
the  plaintififs,  merchants  at  Madras,  as  follows :  —  ''At  the  request  of  Messrs.  K.  & 
L.,  of  Glasgow,  we  beg  to  open  a  credit  in  your  favor  to  the  extent  of  1,500/L  to  be 
applied  to  the  execution  (£  an  order  they  have  given  you  for  Madras  handkerchie&» 
and  for  cost  of  which,  as  produced,  you  draw  on  us  at  the  customary  date,  on  for- 
warding bills  of  ladinff  to  our  order."  Two  orders  were  subsequently  given  by 
K.  &  L.,  and  executed  oy  the  plaintiffs,  who  forwarded  the  goods  and  bi&  of  lad- 
ing to  the  defendants,  and  they  accepted  and  paid  bills  drawn  on  them  inpursoanee 
of  the  letter.  In  February,  1847,  iC.  &  L.  wrote  to  the  plaintifis,  wi&  a  third 
order :  —  '<  Tou  will  draw  for  cost  and  cona^  mods  as  before."  The  pkdntifis  ac- 
cordingly shi{>ped  the  goods  on  account  of  £L  oc  L.,  and  sent  to  the  defendants  the 
invoice  and  bill  of  lading,  inclosed  in  a  letter,  saying,  "  We  have,  as  usual,  drawn 
upon  ^ou  at  nx  months,  for  the  equivalent  of  the  amount  of  the  invdce.**  The  bill 
or  ladine  stated  the  goods  to  have  oeen  "  shipped  by  the  plaintiffs^  and  to  be  delivei^ 
able  to  uie  defendants  or  their  assigns  on  payment  of  freight*'  The  invoice  stated 
that  the  goods  were  "  consigned  to  uie  defendants,  on  account  and  risk  of  K.  &  L.** 
The  defendants  received  t£e  bill  of  lading  and  invoice  together,  on  the  26th  of  Au- 
gust, and  the  goods  arrived  in  London  on  the  2l8t  of  October.  On  that  day  the 
plaintiffs'  agent  received  a  bill  drawn  upon  the  defendants  against  the  goods,  but,  ^m 
presentment,  the  defendants  refused  to  accept  it  On  the  27th  of  October,  K..&  L. 
stopped  payment  The  defendants  took  possession  of  the  goods  under  the  bill  of 
lading,  and  sold  them,  and  retained  the  proceeds.  On  the  4ui  of  March,  1848,  tJbe 
plidntifl&  gave  the  defendants  notice  that  they  claimed  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitUy 
the  bills  not  having  been  accepted.  In  an  action  to  recover  uie  proceeds  of  the  sale 
as  money  received  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs :  — 

Held,  first,  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  judge,  and  not  for  the  jury,  to  decide  what 
the  contract  between  the  parties  wa%    Key  v.  Cotestoarth,  485. 

2.  Delivery,]  Secondly,  that  the  property  in  the  goods  vested  absolntelv  in  E.  &  L., 
upon  the  delivery  on  board  the  ship,  and  transmission  of  the  bill  of  lading  to  the 
defendants ;  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  not  being  a  condition  either  precedent  or  sub- 
sequent   lb. 

» 

SUBSTANTLAL  JUSTICE. 

Courts  cannot  depart  from  a  general  rule  of  practice,  in  order  to  do  substantial  jostice 
in  a  particular  case.    Freeman  v.  Tranch,  224. 


SUBSCRIPTION. 
For  Shares  in  a  Corporation  —  Construction  of,"] 

See  JoiNT-SocK  Company. 
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Liability  of — Costs,"] 


When  Payable.] 


SUPPRESSIO  VERL 
See  Insurance. 

SURETY. 
See  Bankbupt.    Imsubance. 

SURETIES. 
See  Recognizakcs. 

TAXES. 
See  Rates. 

See  Elections. 

TENANCY. 

See  Lease. 

TENANT. 
See  Replevin.    Landlord  and  Tenant.    Lease. 

THIEVES. 
Loss  by —  To  Exonerate  CkirriersJ] 

See  Comhon-Carrisrs. 

THOROUGHFARE. 
See  Wat. 

TITHES. 
See  Replevin. 


From  Year  to  Year,"] 


What  is  a  good  TUle.l 


Eights  of.'] 


TITLE. 
See  Statute  of  Frauds. 

TRADE  ASSIGNEE. 
See  Bankruptcy. 

TRAVERSE. 
See  Pleadino. 

TRESPASS. 

1 .  Damages.]  In  an  action  of  trespass,  where  the  plaintiff  proves  by  parol  that  he  occu- 
pies the  premises  under  a  written  agreement  from  W.,  and  the  defendant  produces 
a  lease  from  W.,  made  and  takine  effect  about  the  time  of  the  acts  complained  of  as 
trespass'es ;  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  a  more  than  nominal  damages,  the  plaintiff 
must  show  the  duration  of  his  interest,  which  he  can  only  do  by  the  written  instru- 
ment    Twyman  v.  Knowles,  318. 

2.  Officer — Arrest — Warrant]  Trespass  for  false  imprisonment.  The  defendant, 
Barnes,  having  obtained  a  warrant  to  search  the  plaintiff  s  house,  and  to  apprehend  him 
on  a  charge  of  felony,  the  warrant  being  headed  **  To  the  constable  of  D.,  in  the  county 
of  W.,"  deliyered  it  to  the  defendant,  Barton,  a  county  constable,  appointed  under 
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the  "2  &  3  Vict  c.  98,  who  executed  it  within  the  parish  of  D.,  by  apprehending  tiie 
plaintiff.    The  action  was  not  brought  until  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the 
time  of  the  act  committed :  — 
Held^  first,  that  trespass  was  the  proper  form  of  action.    Freegard  t.  Barnety  394. 

2.  Secondly,  that  the  parish  constable  of  D.,  and  not  the  defendant.  Barton,  was  the  pro- 
per party  to  execute  the  warrant,  but  that  Barton  was  protected,  the  action  not  hariog 
been  brought  against  him  within  six  months,  pursuant  to  the  24  Gea  2,  c  44,  s.  8. 
and  that  the  other  defendant  was  liable.    lb. 

See  Dekd.    Distress. 
When  it  becomes  Larceny,'] 

See  Larceny. 

TROVER. 

1.  Conversion  by  a  Railway  Co.]  The  plaintiffs  intrust  goods  to  the  Y.  and  N.M.  Rail- 
way Company  to  be  conveyed  from  H.  to  N.  The  g^^ds  arrived  at  N.,  the  defend- 
ants' station,  by  the  A  railway,  belonging  to  an  intermediate  company.  The  pbio- 
tifid  demand  mem  of  the  defendants,  onering  to  pay  any  charges  or  lien,  bat  the 
defendants  refuse  to  deliver  them  up,  upon  the  ground  that  by  an  agreement  with 
the  A.  company,  the  latter  had  no  right  to  brins  such  goods  to  the  defendantii'  sta- 
tion, and  in^t  upon  their  being  taken  back  to  tne  A.  line  :  — 

Held^  that  the  defendants  were  uable  in  trover  for  tiie  coeds ;  that  the  detentioD  of 
them  by  the  defendants,  after  a  demand  made  upon  their  station-master,  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  a  conversion ;  and  that  the  plamtifis  were  entitled  to  have  their 
goods,  though  brought  by  mistake  or  without  right  on  the  premises  of  the  defendanl^ 
Jtooke  V.  The  Midland  Kailway  Co.  175. 

2.  Setnble,  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiffs  to  show,  when  they  demanded  the  eoods, 
that  diey  had  paid  all  charges  of  the  other  companies,  or  to  produce  an  aatnontj 
from  those  companies  for  the  delivery  of  the  gooos.    I  b. 

By  the  Assignees  of  a  Bankrupt] 

See  Bankruptcy. 

TROTTING  MATCH. 
See  Etidence. 

TRUSTEE  PROCESS. 
See  Bail. 

TUNNEL. 
See  Railways. 

UNION  WORKHOUSE. 

Ratability  o/*.] 

See  Rates. 

UNILATERAL  CONTRACT. 
See  Contract. 

USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 
See  Railways.  ' 

UTTERING. 

What  is.] 

See  Forgery. 

VARIANCE. 
See  Bankrupt.    Burglary.    Namk. 
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VENDORS. 
See  Stoppage  in  Transitu. 

VERDICT. 

Perverse.']  Pollock,  C.  B.  My  definition  of  a  perverse  verdict  is  this — when  a  jury 
choose  not  to  take  the  law  from  the  judge,  but  will  act  on  their  own  erroneous  view 
of  the  law.  In  such  cases,  however  honest  the  intentions  of  the  jury  may  be,  their 
verdict  is  perverse.  ^  Saunders  v.  Davies^  532. 

VOLUNTARY  CONVEYANCE. 
See  Insolvent. 

r 

VOTERS. 
See  Elections. 


Proper  Service  of.^ 


LiabUityfor  Poor  Rate,'] 


WARRANT. 
See  Trespass. 

WARRANTY. 

See  Insurance. 

WATERWORKS. 
WAYS. 


1.  Hlahway  —  Thoroughfare.]  A  public  highway  may,  in  point  of  law,  exist  over  a  place 
which  is  not  a  thoroughfare.    BcUeman  v.  Blucky  69. 

2.  Pleading.]  To  a  declaration  in  trespass  for  entering  the  plaintiff's  close  and  ptdling 
down  a  wall  there,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  the  close  in  question  was  a  pav^  pu^ 
lie  place,  within  the  meaning  of  tne  Metropolitan  Paving  Act  (57  Geo.  8,  c.  29,)  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  unlawmlly,  and  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  erect- 
ed thereon  the  said  wall ;  and  because  the  said  wall,  at  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  re^ 
mained  incumbering  the  s£ud  public  pavement,  and  because  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
request  of  the  defendant,  refused  to  remove  the  same,  the  defenoant  entered  upon 
the  said  close  and  pulled  down  the  said  TCall :  — 

Held,  (afler  verdict  for  the  defendant,)  that  the  plea  was  bad,  as  it  did  not  show  any 
necessity  for  the  defendant's  using  the  portion  of  the  pavement  obstructed  by  the 
wall,  or  that  it  interfered  with  the  exercise  of  his  right  of  passage. 

Abandonment  of.] 

See  Abandonment. 

Indictment  for  Non-repair.] 

See  Indictment.    Bridge. 

WILL. 

1.  Leaseholds  —  1  Vict.  c.  26.1  A  testator  by  his  will,  made  in  1815,  gave  "  all  the  rest, 
residue,  &c.,  of  his  personal  estate,  goods  and  chattels,  ^c."  to  M.  J.  D.  absolutely ; 
and  he  further  devised  *<  all  and  singmar  his  manors  or  lordships,  rectories,  advowsons, 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  tithes,  and  hereditaments,  situate,  &c.,  at  or  near  W.,  in 
th6  county  of  D.,  and  B.,  in  the  county  of  Y.,  and  all  other  his  real  estates  in  the 
said  counties  and  elsewhere,  and  all  his  estate  and  interest  therein,"  to  uses  in  strict 
settlement.  In  1841  the  testator  made  a  codicil  ratifying  and  confirming  his  will. 
At  the  time  of  his  making  his  will  and  of  his  decease,  the  testator  was  possessed  of  free- 
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hold  estates  in  the  county  of  D.,  and  of  some  church  leases  in  tiie  same  ooontr, 
which  were  usually  renewable  every  seyen  years ;  in  some  instances  the  leaseholds 
were  let  and  occupied  with  the  freenolds,  at  undivided  yearly  rents.  Upon  yari  of 
the  leaseholds,  nearest  to  the  freehold  mansion,  ornamental  cottages  were  built,  ai 
well  as  buildings  occupied  by  persons  employed  about  the  mansion  and  freehold 
estate :  — 
Held^  that,  under  the  1  Vict  c.  26,  s.  26,  the  leaseholds  passed  under  this  general  de- 
vise, and  that  no  contrary  intention  appeared  upon  the  will  so  as  to  prevent  the  ope- 
ration of  that  section.     Wilson  v.  Eden,  41. 

2.  Construction  — Fee  Simple  J]  A  testator  by  his  will  (made  before  the  tnaang  of  tiie  7 
Will.  4,  &  1  Vict  c.  26,)  devised  as  follows :  —  "I  give  and  oe^neatlie  to  my  son  J. 
W.  all  that  farm  or  estate  I  bought  of  Mr.  B.,  of  London,  containing  about  twenty 
acres,  situate  at  the  Quinton,  in  the  parish  of  H.,  in  the  county  of  S.,  and  in  the 
occupation  of  myself,  my  son  G.  W.,  and  W.  J. : "  — 

Heldf  tnat  the  son  took  an  estate  in  fee-simple  in  the  property.    Burton  v.  Wkite,  499. 

3.  LuncUic.l  Jn  1815,  the  deceased  was  placed  in  confinement  as  a  lunatic,  xai  there 
remainea  till  1847,  when  he  was  released.  In  1820,  he  made  a  rational  will,  wfaidi 
was  written  for  him  by  his  mother.  In  1822,  he  was  again  placed  in  confinement, 
and  so  remained  till  his  deatii,  in  1849.  In  1888,  he  was  found,  on  a  commisaon,  to 
have  been  of  unsound  mind,  without  lucid  interval,  since  1815.  On  the  evidence, 
the  will  pronounced  for.     Bannatyne  y»  Bannatyne,  (Ecc)  581. 

4.  Acts  of  buaness  are  strong  evidence  in  a  case  of  ill^^al  idiocy,  as  dtstinguiriied  fitxn 
a  case  of  mania.    lb, 

5.  AttestaHonJ]  The  subscribing  witnesses  to  a  will,  examined  two  years  after  the  trsDs- 
action,  deposed  to  seeing  the  aeceased  write  on  a  paper,  and  to  their  signing  such  p»- 

Ser,  but  they  would  not  swear  to  what  he  wrote  being  his  name,  nor  the  name  of  tiie 
eceased  being  on  the  will  when  they  so  subscribed.    They  identified  the  paper  sob- 
scribed  by  them,  on  which  was  the  signature  of  the  deceased.    Hie  attestation  clause 
was  full,  and  the  deceased  knew  the  requisites  of  execution : — 
Held,  that  on  the  evidence,  the  will  was  entitied  to  probate.     Thompson  and  Allaieay 
y.  HaU,  (Ecc.)  695. 

See  Lbgact. 

WILLINGNESS. 
Averment  of,'] 

See  Covenant. 

WINDING-UP  ACTS. 
See  Joint-Stock  Company.    Bailwats. 

WITNESS. 

» 

Cannot  he  Contradicted  on  Collateral  Issue,]  The  defendant  beiss  sued  as  execotor 
of  A,  in  respect  of  a  promissoiy  note,  puiporting  to  be  fflgned  by  A  and  B,  bot 
alleged  by  the  defendant  to  be  forged,  stated,  in  cross  examination,  that  he  had  not 
heard  B  admit  having  signed  the  note :  — 

Held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  liberty  to  contradict  the  defendant  by  showmg  that 
the  latter  had  heard  B  make  the  admission.    Palmer  v.  Trower,  470. 

WORK  AND  LABOR. 
See  Skbtant. 

WRIT  OF  TRIAL. 
See  Rraoticb. 

YEAR'S  HIRING. 
See  Servant. 
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